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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

l'nless faculty members are willing to leat.e the evaluation
of teaching to students, lit° possess only a limited view,
or to administrators, who often don? hare the time or neces

stir). backgnnind. thou they must be willing to invest their
time in efforts in pee- ovluation of teaching ( Centra 1986,
p. 1).

'leaching is "the business of the business the activity that
is central to all colleges and universities' l New I ligher Edu
cation Research Program 1989. p. 11. But teaching is not
always taken seriously and too often is relegated to a position
below that of other professional activities. While there unques
tionably is superior teaching in the academy, nearly everyone
agrees that it could he improved significantly and that the
teaching of even the best faculty could be strengthened.

What Arguments Can Be Made for Implementing Pro-
grams to Improve Teaching, Apart From the Personnel
Decision-Making Process? For Faculty Colleague
Involvement in Instructional Improvement?
For decades, academicians have assumed, usually erroneously,
that summative evaluation decision making with respect
to reappointment, promotion, tenure, and compensation
is also a means by which instructional improvement can be
facilitated. In practice. SUMIllatiVe evaluation rarely provides
sufficient information to faculty for improving teaching. In
recent years, in fact, time honored practices of faculty CVa

Illation have been criticized as "shoddy, intellectually sloppy.
slipshod, and such a . . . source of shame that it is hardly stir
prising that teaching is rarely rewarded in an appropriate way"

(SCriVell 1980. p. as "simplistic." "primitive," and "without
significant credibility" (Soderberg 1986, p. 23), and as "getter
ally quite limited. sporadic, and inadequate" ( Dressel 19-6,

1) 333).
In response to this criticism, scholars have recommended

that formative evaluations assessment specifically designed
to improve teaching he put into place alongside, but apart
from, summat lye eyahtation. Other st holars have suggested
that formai\ e per e\ M. a pruCcY, in which faculty work
collaboratively to assess each others' teaching and to assist
one another in effi trts to strengthen teaching, be developed
and implemented

Collabt wative peer review pioltabh should include oppor

(.011c111()rattl t' Relict! iii
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tunities for faculty to learn how to teach more effectively.
to practice new teaching techniques and approaches, to get
regular feedback on their classroom performance, and to
receive coaching from colleagues (Menges 19851. The thrust,
thus, is developmental a process providing "data, diagnostic,
and descriptive feedback, with which to improve instruction"
(Veinier. Kerns, and Parrett 1988 ) not judgmental.

Peer review should be a component of formative evaluation
of teaching because informed faculty have knowledge of sub
ject matter, teaching and learning, students, institutional cul
ture, and their colleagues' teaching that is uniquely theirs,
apart from information administrators, ,eaching consultants,
and students can provide. It is becoming obvious to increasing
numbers of faculty that successtid teachers are not only
experts in their fields of study but also knowledgeable about
teaching strategies and learning theories and styles, commit
ted to the personal and intellectual development of their stu
dents, cognizant of the complex contexts in which teaching
and learning occur, and concerned about colleagues' as well
as their own teaching. And it also is becoming increasingly
obvious to faculty that the have strengths and weaknesses
in these areas, and that mans- of them could be of assistance
to and helped by colleagues.

What Aspects of Teaching Are Faculty More Qualified
To Assess than Students and Other Constituencies of
The Academic Community?
Faculty can evaluate their colleagues' performance at three
stages of instruction: pre interaction, delivery, and post
interaction. They can also assess interrelationships among
the aforementioned stages and the following processes: goals
and objectives, methods and materials, and feedback (ti()der
berg 1986). In addition, faculty can critique colleagues. teach
rig on the basis of criteria that are appropriate for this com

plex professional activit. According to striven, there are four
such criteria: quality of content taught, the instructor's success
in teaching that content and in inspiring student learning,
the instructor's mastery or professional skills it writing tests
and in evaluating the academic v,ork of studs ..s, and the
instructor's adherence to ethical standard., ( 1985. p. 36 ).

Cohen and McKeachie's classification of the roles faculty
sh( add play in assessing teaching is a partiClakirly
useful ()Udin ( 1980). These roles ;Ire: of course

6



design, including goals, content, and organization; methods
and materials used in delivery of instruction; evaluation of
students' academic work and the instructor's grading practices;
and integration and interpretation of information gathered
from students. administrators, and self-a ;sessment as well
as from peers.

What Methods Should Be Used by Faculty to Assess
Colleagues"feaching, When the Purpose of the
Evaluation Is Instructional Improvement?
A number of ,--ethods have been employed in formative peer
evaluation. They include direct classroom observation, video
taping of classes. evaluation of course materials, an assessment
of instructor evaluation of the academic work of students,
and analysis of teaching portfolios. Hart has identified six
instructional events occurring during delivery that should
be critiqued by knowledgeable colleagues:

1. The place where and the time when classes are taught
and other physical factors affecting delivery;

2. The procedures used hy the teacher in conducting the
class;

3. The teacher's use of language to inform, explain. persuade.
and motivate, and the language students use in respond
ing and reacting to the teacher:

i. The roles played by teacher and students as they interact:
S. The relationship of what is occurring in a particular class

to other (lasses, disciplines, and the curriculum in general;
and

6. The outcomes of teaching. as reflected in student learning
(198-).

Other scholars ( Elbow 1980; Katz and Henry 1988) recom
mend that classroom observation be combined with faculty
interviews with individual students or groups of. tudents.

Videotaping of classes should be employed for its unique
potential in improving teaching: validating feedback from
other sources ( Perlherg 1983), documenting and preserving
the strengths of teachers, identiing weaknesses, and c, rn
paring teaching at different points in teachers' careers ( Lichty
and Peterson I9 9 ) . In formative peer evaluation, video play
hack feedback should he considered more than an alternative
to classroom observation.

Info wined peers are ideally suited to assess colleagues'
course materials and evaluation of students' academic work.

(..()Ilab()ratit.1, Peer Roen.
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As McCarthey and Petersen suggest, these materials "provide
an overview of.the curriculum taught, information about
teachin? strategies, and details about assignments given. Mate
rials can indicate types of communication with students .

the kind of management system used, and resources provided
to students.. .. There is a plausible logical connection
between quality materials and quality classroom performance
for many, but not all teachers" (1988, p. 261). Cohen and
NicKeachie's classification cited earlier is especially instructive
in describing what materials faculty could examine and how
to complete what otherwise might he a daunting task (1980).

Several program examples in which formative peer eva
luation has been employed are described in some detail in
the text. Readers are urged to consider each program carefully.
for each has its worthy elements.

What Factors Can Detract from Faculty Members'
Willingness to Partic ipate in Programs Designed
To Improve Teaching?
On the basis of the arguments presented thus far. it would
appear that I-cm-native peer evaluation should be embraced
fit the betterment of the academy. Ve know. however, that
use of this form of instructional improvement activity has
been negligible. A number of reasons have been cited for
the unwillingness of faculty to participate in the various
methods of fin-illative colleague assessment.

The disincentives include faculty attitudes toward academic
freeckall: their perceptions of the representativeness, accuracy,
and typicality of what is evaluated: their conception (-S the
ihjectivitv of those who conduct the assessment; and their

values with respect to the institution's rewards and incentives.
Ways must be ft Rind to convince faculty that what they may
consider disincentives can be opportunities for professional
development. For example. having classes observed and mate
rials assessed by colleagues for the purpose of instructional
improvement should no lilt we be ctinsidered a threat to aca
demic freedom than would having colleagues critique a pro
posed manuscript for publication_ And including xidetitaping
of classes and peer review of course materials and of instmc
tor eultiat it ins of students' at ademic work, in addition to
classroom ohservatii in, should make the process nitre creel
ible to the faculty.

a



What Steps Can Be Taken to Enhance Programs
To Improve Teaching So Faculty Will Avail Themselves
of the Programming?
Scholars insist there are several ways of enhancing the process
that will improve the likelihood faculty will develop and take

part in formative peer evaluation. Besides convincing faculty
that the "disincentives" can he opportunities rather than lia-
bilities, the process might be enhanced by involving the
faculty in the design and implementation of the program,
in the establishment of standards of effective teaching upon
which performance will be assessed, in programs that provide
training in methods of supervision and communication, and
in the interpretation and integration of data provided by stu-
dents, administrators, and colleagues, as well as faculty

members' self - assessment.

How Can Faculty, Students, and Colleges and
Universities Benefit from Formative Peer Evaluation
Of Teaching?
Scholars have suggested that a number of personal and insti-
tutional benefits might be realized from faculty participation
in the formative peer evaluation of teaching. Researchers have

found not only that but how teaching improves when faculty
avail themselves of programs in which they work collabor-
atively to improve teaching. After taking part in such programs,

litcP.111 often develop a deeper interest in and commit

meta to being a good teacher and, through their axposure
to theories of teaching and learning consciously formulate
personal philosophies about teaching. For many [faculty!,
the core of their emerging teaching philosophies is ahum

anism that emphasizes appreciation of student differences,

inte're'st in listening to students, and a greatercommitment

to fostering the process of students' intellectual groulh than

to dispensing knouiedge. . . .
This heightened sensitnity to

students' diverse needs and challenges, coupled with the

eAploration of teaching and learning theory, often causes
/faculty/ to cultilvte new approaches to their teaching
Austin 1902a. p. 801

Studies also appear to shom, that faculty morale and col
legiality improve when faculty are involved in formative peer

evaluation. While student learning may improve when faculty

(:( 'Hain awful, !veer Review.
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take part in such programs, that is a difficult claim to sub
stantiate, since mans' variables besides teaching affect student
learning. At this time, there is not enough evidence to suggest
that the tenure status of junior faculty is enhanced wh..fn they
have participated in formative peer evaluation.

What Recommendations Emerge From a Study of
Formative Peer Evaluation?
The recommendations made at this point are, for the most
part, general and broad-based; other, more specific recom
mendations are presented throughout the text.

I. Faculty evaluation should include largely separate for-
mative and summative tracks. Summative evaluation.
including rigorous quantitative and qualitative data gath
ering and analysis, is essential for maintaining the acade
my's integrity; formative evaluation, including equally
rigorous descriptive strategies, along with ample feedback
and opportunities for practice and coaching, is necessar
for improving teaching.

). Formative evaluation should include nonjudgmental des
criptions of facult members' teaching by colleagues.
administrators, an where available, teaching consultants
as well as students; each constituency should he asked
for data only in areas where it is qualified to provide it.

3. Faculty should he encouraged to take part in yearlong
programs of formative peer evaluation of teaching every
four or five years over the course of their academic
careers; that encouragement should come from admin
istrators and the senior faculty.

-4. Faculty should take leadership in the design and imple
mentation of programs of formative evaluation of teaching.

5. Faculty should be provided opportunities for training in
the skills needed to conduct formative peer evaluation.

6. The involvement of the faculty in the formative evaluation
of teaching should be guided by expertise in appropriate
areas of the knowledge base of teaching; at the same time.
care must be taken to minimize potential problems that
can arise from having the same faculty involved in the
formative and summative evaluation of a colleague.

irmative peer evaluation should include divct classroom
observation, videotaping of classes, evaluation of course
materials, an assessment of instructor evaluations of the
academic work of students, and analysis of teaching port

0



folios. In this process, it is advisable to use the methods
in combination, not as independent entities.

8. Institutional rewards and incentives should he structured
to demonstrate to faculty that participation in formative
peer evaluation of teaching is truly valued.

9. Research should proceed along, several potentially luc-

rative lines: the interaction of variables in specific insti-
tutional contexts; the tie between participation in for-
mative peer evaluation and motivational theory; docu
mentation and reporting experiences with formative peer
assessment, whether they are succeeding or have failed;
and rigorous empirical and ethnographic study of pro.
grams of formative peer evaluation currently in place.

lk b ra 1 1 'V MITM1 -101C
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FOREWORD

It is a contradiction that. in an organii.atitm in which the pri
mary activity is instruction, developing the skill of teaching
and the recognition of good teachers is so undervalued. This
contradiction has not been lost tin the general public but.
because of the lack of hard evidence to the contrary. the con
ventional opinion is that this contradiction seems to have
made only the slightest dent in the consciousness of many
academic leaders. In reality, this is not the case. \lost, if not
all. of higher cducatitm's academic leadership are abundantly
aware of the importance of good teaching and the lack of edit
cation that graduate scht ds give their students concerning
the research and practice of teaching. This awareness is not
translated into specific results not because faculty do not
want to be good teachers, but because of the way academic
leadership has allowed the arguments to he framed by the
professorate and the lack of genuine rewards that the lead
ership provides lin. good teaching.

The primary harrier as seen by academic leaders is the re
strictions aused by the concept of academic freedom re
inforced by tenure. On the surfce it appears that the shield
of academic freedom is used by a faculty who want absolute
freedom and minimal accountability. While faculty want to
he protected from arbitrary action that will inhibit the tree
11(Av of ideas. surveys clearly show that they want to he good
teachers. The shield of academic freed( an is used because
there is a genuine fear concerning the use and accuracy of
the evaluations.

There are Iwo separate and distinct bases ft w this fear. The
first is faculty's experience with evaluations. Almost always,

faculty have seen evaluations conducted to justify something
negative. Thereft we. most evaluations are used ft w criticism
or to justify top down administratke action. A second concern
relates to the accuracy of evaluations of teaching. Most faculty

realize they do not have adequate fOrmal training to he out
standing teat hers. \X hat they have learned they have gained
through modeling faculty they had as students and through
their informal, on the job. hit or miss teaching experiences.
Since they know they do not ha\ the expertise to judge good
teaching themselves, there is real doubt that administrators,

who :IP ' even Inure untrained. wt itild hat e better skills to oval

mite teaching.
These two L c int erns are reinforced hv the lack of action

ademt, leadership improve' the atm"

_

":114,7'atn Pecr

1.1



sphere and conditions surrounding the caluation of teaching.
The concerns could he addressed in several ways.

Require all doctoral students to receive training in the
research and skill of teaching in their cognitive area.
Make it part (tithe organizational culture that all faculty
continuously vill take courses and receive training to
improve their knowledge and skill of teaching.
Provide incentives, such as salary increments or bonuses.
to encourage faculty to seek Certification of increased
teaching skills.
Make all evaluation purely a fOrmative or developmental
process. thus eliminating the fear of improper use of
teaching evaluation.

Asserting tins type of major change in the way an institution
addresses the importance of demonstrated teaching skill in
its faculty cannot happen overnight. I it iwcver. it is distinctly
probable that private and public supports of higher education
will begin to demand such changes Many institutions have
taken steps to prepare by making small. nonthreatening
changes that will begin to pi sitivel affect the teaching culture
of their institutions. .

This report, written by Lam. Keig. adjunct professor. and
Michael I). Waggoner. associate professor and head of the
department of educational administration and counseling at
the 'iliversity of Northern Iowa College of Education. exam
ines ways in w hich institutions arc affecting their teaching
climate. Through the use of peer review of teaching, faculty
involuntarily are seeking to improve their instructional skills.
The authors begin by establishing rationales 'Or fOrmative
evaluation, fOr peer review in instructional improvement
eths ts. and for a program of comprehensive Licully evaluation
in which fOrmative peer assessment is an essential comp()
nem. They then examine the roles that might he played by
peers in assessing colleague teaching and II\ c methods peers
have used to assist colleagues in clIhrts to improve instruc
non. After examining several programs imol\ mg different
int.hods of peer review and factors Out Other detract fiont
or cnci faculty icipatc in this 1(011
of C\ ;11t1:1111)11S.111C iltIOMP, cunt hid( ith .111111111)CE ,I remora

InCridalk WV, 161 the pracut e of format! ve peer evaluation of
teaching
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The pressure on higher education to measurably demon
straw activity is increasing. I Uglier education is becoming
more important to society and, thi..vrefore, society is less vil
ling to allow "business as usual- to continue. Institutions may
anticipate these demands and establish their own way:, to
develop evidence that they are being responsk e to these
expectations, or they can wait for external areas to fore( their
measurement requirements. Demonstrating that facult \ teach
ing skills continuously are being improved is one of the ways
institutions can demonstrate their responsiveness to ensure
the distinction of their institution. "Ibis report provides an
excellent I,)tindation for th()se institutions that see peer eval

cation of faculty as one process that can help to make the (111

tore more responsive to the evaluation and improvement of
teaching.

Jonathan D. Fife
Series Editor. Professor of l ligher Education Administration
and I )irvctor. ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education

(P11(41n,r(Illl PeC1' A'Cl
.V1'

1G



i77

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This hook evolved from the literature review of Dr. Larry
Keig's doctoral dissertation. It would not have found its way
into print had it not been for Dr. Mike Waggoner's early recog-

nition. as a member of the dissertation committee, that an
expanded treatment of the topic might be valuable to a wider
academic community. Dr. Keig is grateful for Dr. Waggoner's
encouragement. for it si earheaded a collaboration in which

we have been able to examine the peer review of teaching,
a joint working relationship extending well beyond the scope
of the original study.
We believe that what may be valuable here has bee' strength

erred by our collaboration and expect this line of wk. lc to con.

tinue for months and years to come. We encourage readers'
comments and experiences with collaborative peer review
of teaching.

The advice and assistance of other dissertation committee
members are gratefully acknowledged: Dr. Dale Jackson, chair,

for insights into the nature and process of college faculty eval-

uation and for his encouragement and enthusiasm during the
writing process; Dr. Thomas Hansmeier, not only for the wise

counsel of a seasoned administrator and mentor. but also for
deft editing; Dr. Bruce Rogers. for help and patience in the
conceptualization of the study: Dr. Basil Reppas, for a phi
losophical perspective and critical analysis; and Dr. Wylie And

erson, fiir an economist's -nonprofessional educator" view
point.

Dr_ Keig is indebted to man former students, teachers, and
colleagues for inspiring a lifelong interest fitscination,

really with teaching and learning and.how these processes
might he improved. They are not mentioned here by name,
but surely they know who they are. Dr. Keig also has appre
dated the support of several friends as the book took shape,
particularly Philip and Wanda Batchelder, Francoise Dupuis,

Dennis and Sharon I loth. Norman and Jane Seeman, Patsy

Steffey. and David Vernon.
Both authors are grateful to Dr. David Walker, associate

dean of the 'niversity of Northern Iowa Graduate College,
for research grants to support this work. We express our sin

cere thanks to Cindy I laarstad, a master's degree student in
the l 'NI Postsecondary Education: Student Affairs graduate
program, fOr her significant role in preparing the manuscript
with great care.

H1/ibidal//1' AV!' Re/ fet/

1 I



OP

INTRODUCTION

Teaching is a complex web of acts, a fact to which those of

us who stand in front of students in classrooms or who inte-

ract with students in other ways can readily attest. To be val.

uable to fz.culn,,, the evaluation of teaching must be sophis-

ticated, systematic, and thorough, as well as flexible enough

to capture the substance, essence, and nuances of the teaching

process. For years, the primary emphasis in faculty evaluation

has been on decision making relative to reappointment, pro-

motion, tenure, and compensation. In most instances, pro-

fessors' effectiveness as classroom teachers is but one element

considered in making these judgments. Generally, it is doubt

ful that the personnel decision-making process has had much

positive impact on improving teaching (Cross 1986; Dressel

1976; Hodgkinson 1972; Scriven 1980; Weimer, Parrett, and

Kerns 1988).
In assessing teaching, decision makers usually rely heav

ily- -often too extensively----on student ratings of courses and

instructors. We believe that when faculty and administrators

allow student ratings to be the only real source of information

about teaching, they unwittingly contribute to a system in

which too much emphasis is placed on evaluating superficial

teaching skills and not enough is placed on more substantive

matters. Moreover, we believe faculty and administrators aline

gate their professional responsibilities when they are unwill-

ing to assess aspects of teaching they are particularly well

qualified to evaluate.
We argue here for a process for evaluating teaching that

has as its end improvement of instruction -one in which

faculty peers (and other qualified constituencies) provide

information their colleagues might use to become better

teachers. We are convinced that if faculty desire credible eval

uation, they must create largely independent systems that pro

mote teaching improvement and o:ntribute to rational per

sonnet decisions
In this report, we look at how evaluation might be used

for instructional improvement and, more specifically, at how

peer review might be used for this purpose. First, we attempt

to establish rationales for formative evaluation, for peer review

in instructional improvement efforts, and for a program of

comprehensive faculty evaluation in which formative peer

evaluation is an essential component. Second, we examine

the roles that might be played by peers in assessing their col

leagues' teaching. Third, we look at five methods in which

Generally,
is doubtful
that the
personnel
decision-
making
process has
had much
positive
impact on
improving
teaching.

Collaboratir lice,. Rerteu
1
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peers have been involved in efforts to improve the teaching
of their cdleagues. Fourth, we describe programs involving
peer review. Fifth, we consider factors that may detract from
faculty members' willingness to participate in this form of
evaluation. Sixth, we examine factors that may improve the
likelihood of faculty involvement and enhance the process.
Seventh, we consider how their pai:Icipation may affect teach-
ing, learning, and faculty morale and collegiality. Finally, we
present a number of recommendations for the practice of for-
mative peer evaluation in higher education.

State of College Teaching
Teaching is, it has been said, "tit,: business of the business"
of higher education. We also are .old that:

Too seldom is collegiate teaching viewed for what it is: . . .

the activity that is central to all colleges and universities. . . .

Teaching is the task that distinguishes colleges and univer-
sities, along with primary and secondary schoots, from all
other sen,ice agencies (Pew 1989. pp. 1-2).

In many colleges and universities, teaching and related acuv
itics are subordinated to other academic responsibilities, espe
cially research and publication (Boyer 1987: Carnegie Foun
dation 1990a, 1990h: Fairweather 1993; Ladd 19'9; Millet
1990; Pew 1989. 1990; Scriven 1980; Soderberg 1985; Studs
Group 1984 ). Calls are being made by government officials
by the general public, in the popular press, and from within
the academy itself to establish once again the role of teaching
as the primary responsibility of colleges and universities.

By nearly all accounts, teaching in colleges and universities
is not as good as it should be. There are, no doubt. many tea
sons to explain why faculty do not always teach as well as the
could. We discuss six factors that have been cited as reasons
for less than effective teaching.

First, it is difficult to refute claims that teaching has been
neglected by many professors, due in part to a rewarl sulk
ture that puts an undue premium on traditional scholarly ail\
ides and devalues teaching. Yet, even at liberal arts colleges
where teaching is the preeminent faculty role, there still is
plenty of poor teaching. Clearly, then, not all of the blame
fur ineffective teaching can be laid on the academy's reward
structure. We return to this issue in the sections on disincen
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Lives and incentives.
A second factor is the erroneous assumption "that teaching

a subject matter requires only that one know it" (Eble 1988,
p. 24). A number of voices have responded to this of late,
among them this one, noting that:

Advanced knowledge of a subject is not itself a sufficient
preparation to teach students. . . . Adtanced degree holders
or candidates are largely content with believing that one
simply teaches by doing, an attitude of being somehow
above conscious pedagogy (Pew 1990, p. 5).

Said another way:

A body of knowledge is essential But it is of limited value

without . . . an understanding of how learning occurs. . . .

The success of the classroom enterprise depends both on the
teacher's communication of knowledge and his or her abit
it), to help students construct their own knowledge. It de-

pends on the teacher's skill in encouraging dialogue and
in probing students' understanding: provoking questioning,
guiding, and intelpreting( Pew 1989, pp. 3.4).

A third, more basic factor that may explain why teaching is
not as good as it could he is the mistaken notion that teachers

are horn and not made. Shulman insists that a successful
teacher learns how to teach, and continues to learn, by study-

ing not only in a specific content area but also in fields related

to teaching (history. philosophy, psychology, and sociology,
tbr example) and in the liberal arts (1987, 1989). The general

areas in which teachers need to be well-versed in order to
promote student learning are:

Content knowledge;
General pedagogical knowledge, with special references

to those broad principles and strategies of classroom man
agement and organization that appear to transcend subject

matter;
Curriculum knowledge, with particular grasp of the mate
dais and programs that serve as "tools of the trade" for

teachers;
Pedagogical content knowledge, that special amalgam

of content and pedagogy that is uniquely the province
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of teachers, their own professional form of professional
understandings;
Knowledge of learners and their characteristics:
Knowledge of educational contexts, ranging from the
workings of the group or classroom, the governance and
finance of [education], to the character of communities
and cultures; and
Knowledge of educational ends, purposes, and values,
and their philosophical and historical grounds (Shulman
1987).

Acquiring breadth and depth of knowledge in these areas will,
Shulman says, enhance the likelihood that faculty will develop
the competencies that will allow them to communicate, with
increasing sophistication, wl..at they know to their students.
The competencies, which are influenced by all the teacher
has experienced as well as virtually everything he or she has
studied, encompass the teacher's abilities to:

Comprehend both content and purposes (p. 15);
Transform the content knowledge he or she possesses
into forms that are pedagogically powerful and yet adap-
tive to the varieties in ability and in background presented
by the students (p. 15);
[Organize and manage] the classroom, [present] clear
explanations and vivid descriptions, [assign and check]
work, and [interact] effectively with students through
questions and probes, answers and reactions, and praise
and criticism (p. 17);
Check for understanding and misunderstanding . . while
teaching interactively, as well as (by] more formal testing
and evaluation that teachers do to provide feedback and
give grades (pp. 18-19);
(Reflect on] the teaching and learning that has occurred,
and [reconstruct, reenact, and/or recapture] the events,
the emotions, and the accomplishments (p. 19); and
Arrive at a new beginning . . . with new comprehension,
both of the purposes and of the subjects to be taught, and
also of the students and of the processes of pedagogy
themselves (p. 19).

Also recognizing that subject matter mastery is but one corn
petency required of effective teachers, Yarbrough lists a range

4
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of capabilities, skills, and behaviors that are essential for devel-
oping expertise in teaching (1988). These competencies, or
"dimensions of knowledge," are:

1. Subject-matter content knowledge
2. Subject-matter pedagogical knowledge
3. Curricular knowledge
t. General pedagogical knowledge
5. Knowledge of learner characteristics
6. Knowledge of commui:ication techniques

Yarbrough goes even further, noting that:

It is not enough to say that expert teachers possess expert
knowledge in the content of their subject matter, in peda-
gogical principles, in principles of learning and in speLv'ic
knowledge of their students' current knowledge, capabilities,
and limitations. It also requires that expert teachers have
the capability to process information from multiple dimen-
sions in concert and to apply that information to new and
potentially unique problems in the teaching process (p. 223).

Yarbrough's "dimensions of knowledge" are not too different
from Shulman :s "pedagogy of substance" (1987). Yarbrough,
in addition, explores an experiential dimension as well,
observing that:

Expert teachers ( based on peer nominations) are more likely
to perceive a vet:). brief sequence of evems in a classroom
as supplying a wealth of information to he interpreted in
reference to iyirious domains of stored knowledge. Begin
ning, teachers timing the snow sequence of events inter
pret(W the eix,nts in a unidimensional fashion. It appears
that expert teachers heft automatic procedures that ref.
erence teaching events, even at theprocedural level, to more
diverse domains of knowledge than do beginning teachers
(p. 22.1).

Clearly, there is more to effective teaching than having a com
mand of subject matter. as essential as that is. Ways must he
found, through graduate school training and inservice pro
gramming, to help teachers develop other requisite
competencies.
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A fourth factor likely to limit instructional effectiveness is
a teacher's unwillingness to take differences among students
into account. As Katz and Henry observe:

Though students are not all alike, teaching continues on
the assumption of a common denominator that, when
found, enable the faculty member to reach most of the
students. Those faculty who hate given up aiming for the
middle range of their students have resorted either to
addressing primarily those feu' students who seem likely to
catch on to their particular perspective and level of thinking
or to focusing on those students who need the most help to
make it through the particular course. Some faculty .hate
gil'en up altogether on determining a strategy for coping
with student differences and simply run their course on
a sink-orstebn basks. counting on the "objectivity" of their
grading system to maintain "standards" and thus avoiding
the fact of student diversity. As the numbers of students in
college classrooms hate risen over the years, the probability
and the possibility of attending to student differences hate
decreased. When classes are small, and some give-and-take
discussion is encouraged between the teacher and the stu-
dents, it is more difficult to overlook differences among stu-
dents. But with tai ;e classes and the use of the lecture
method, the fact of individual differences is much less evi
dent and these differences can be rather easily ignored
(1988, p. 111 ).

A fifth factor that may limit more effective teaching is, accord
Mg to Shulman, the locus from which teaching improvement
efforts often emanate ( 1993 ). lie contends that programs
initiated by universitvwide "centers," while praiseworthy in
many ways, may militate against making teaching "community
property" in which decisions about "quality, control, judg
meat, evaluation, and paradigmatic definitions" rightfully are
made 1:y members of each community ( namely, faculty in
the various academic fields on campus) (p. 6). Shulman con
tends that:

We neat to reconnect teaching to 11,e disciplines. Although
the disciplines are easy to bash because of the many prob
Ions they (wale for us, they are, nevertheless, the basis for
our intellectual communities. like it (Jr not, the forms of
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scholarship that arc' seen as intellectual work in the disci-
plines are going to he valued more than the forms of scho.
larship (like teaching) that are seen as non-disciplinary. . . .

Institutional support for teaching and its improvement
tends to lie in a university center for teaching and learning
. . where facultyregardless of department--can go for
assistance in improving their practice. That's a perfectly
reasonable idea. But notice the message it conveysthat
teaching is generic, technical, and a matter of performance:
that it's not part of the community that means so much to
most faculty, the disciplinary interdisciplinary, professional
community. It something general you lay on top of what
you really do as a scholar in a discipline.... We need to
make the mica', examination, and support of teaching the
responsibility of the disciplinary community (1993. p. 6).

Finally, as Miller reminds us, "That [whiles good teaching
is Often a matter of instinct as it be personality, it is also a mat
ter of hard work: discipline. perseverance, and the insight and
inspiration that derive from intense moments or hours of cele
bration" (1990, p. 59). Or, as Menge, more bluntly puts it,
"Some faculty resist working hard on their teaching" (1980.
p. 2").

There are many WaVS in which teaching could he improved.
Too few teachers have examined in a systematic way how they
teach or have thought about it seriously or reflectively. And
they rarely get the help they need to improve from those who
are in the best position to provide it: informed peers, teaching
consultants, and administrators. In this report, we hope to
establish our premise that our colleagues have unique abil
ities. apart from consultants, administrators, and students, that
can help us improve our teaching.

State of the Evaluation of College Teaching
Arguments for and against the usefulness of evaluations of
college teachers and teaching, the value of differei methods
of evaluation, and the suitability of various constituencies in
assessing the instructional effectiveness of faculty have been
occurring fiw decades. Regardless of the debate, faculty have
been and continue to he evaluated. formally or intiwmz
by individuals or groups of people. These judgments affect
faculty members' personal and professional relationships with
students. administrators, and colleagues and often also their
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reappointment, promotion, tenure, and compensation.
Cohen and McKeachie (1980) and Scriven (1980) argue

that it is in the best interest of the faculty to have a formal,
systematic program of faculty evaluation in place, because
it can protect faculty from unjust personnel decisions. Lee
(1982), Smith (1981), and Stevens ( 198S) suggest that such
a program is also in the best interest of colleges and univer.
sities, since it can demonstrate that the process has been
handled rationally, rather than arbitrarily or canriciousl, when
personnel decisions unfavorable to faculty are litigated. These
recommendations refer specifically to summative evaluation
decision making relative to reappointment, promotion, tenure,
and compensation--which emphasizes judgments about, not
improvement of, performance.

Whether carried out formally or informally, effectively or
ineffectively, summative evaluation has been, and remains,
the principal method by which to evaluate teachers,. For a long
time, it has been assumed that this type of evaluation also
would function instrumentally to improve teaching. But the
notion that there is a direct relationship between summative
evaluation and instructional improvement has been chal-
lenged in recent years. As indicated earlier, there is wide
spread agreement that this time-honored practice of evalua.
tion has not significantly improved teaching. In decrying
prevailing practiL:_s of faculty evaluation, Scriven has written
that these approaches often are so "shoddy, intellectually
sloppy, slipshod, and such a . . . source of shame, that it is
hardly surprising that teaching is rarely rewarded in an appro
priate way" ( 1980, p. ). Less acerbic. but equally critical,
Soderberg describes usual approaches as "simplistic" ( 1986,
p. 13), "primitive," and "without significant credibility" ( p.
23). Similarly, Dressel refers to common practices as -gener-
ally quite limited, sporadic, and inadequate" (1976, p. 333).

Assessment emphasizing instructional improvement has
been derived recently in higher education. While interest in
this form of evaluation is perhaps at an all time high, the inter
est has waxed and waned over the years. All the while, how
ever, influential scholars in the fields of teaching and student
learning have continued to promote the idea that formative
evaluation assessment specifically designed to improve
teachingshould become a regular part of the process of
evaluation (Cross 1986; Dressel l(76; Hodgkinson 19'2; Katy

and Henry 1988: Sorcinelli 198.1; Weimer 1990).

H
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Motivating faculty to improve their classroom teaching may
he positively affected to a degree by rewards dispensed or
withheld through summative evaluation. But it also is said
that extrinsic rewards (such as promotion, tenure, and salary
increases) simply reinforce, rather than improve, performance
(Hodgkinson 1972) or even reduce faculty motivation to teach
effectively (McKeachie 1982). And the common faculty com
plaint that summative evaluation does not adequately assess
their performance also may diminish its value in improving
their !caching.

Proponents of formative evaluation are convinced that it
is more promising than summative evaluation for motivating
faculty to improve their teaching. Scholars also suggest that
programs of instructional improvement should be a much
more important institutional priority. Rationale for formative
evaluation, for peer involvement in formative evaluation, and
for a comprehensive program of faculty evaluation are pre-
sented next.

C011abOratire NOT Rtliell*
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MAKING THE CASE

The importance of making (air and impartial personnel dei-
sions cannot be disputed. Yet. decisions of this type are made
only periodically. usually relatively early in a faculty member's
career. Surely an equally if not more compelling reason for
evaluating courses and instructors is to improve performance
in progress. If a goal of evaluation is instructional improNe-
ment, it probably will be necessary, as Licata suggests. to eval
uate teaching. research. and service not just when personnel
decisions have to be made but more regularly throughout
faculty members careers, early in their appointments and at
various midpoints and later in their tenure (1986). By doing
so, colleges and universities might demonstrate more con-
vincingly to students, parents 'guardians, faculty, and other
constituencies that teaching. teaching improvement, faculty
groxyth, and faculty development are important institutional
priorities.

recently, infOrmatii in about the effectiveness of
teachers has come almost exclusively from student evaluations
of murses and instructors. At many perhaps mostcolleges
and universities, reliance on student ratir s for this informa-
tion is still the rule rather than the exception. The idea that
other constituencies, especially a faculty member's peers and
academic administrators. may have relevant information about
faculty members' teaching has only begun to be explored.
Data provided by each of these constituencies may be unique,
all of it necessary if significant instructional improvement is
to occur.

Inasmuch as there are different purposes kw evaluating
faculty ( formative. summative, and perhaps others) as well
as several constituencies who can assess specific aspects of
faculty performance, there seems to be a need for more com-
prehensive faculty evaluation. In this section, we look more
closely at rationales for formative evaluation, for peer review
as one element in that process, and for comprehensive faculty
evaluation. We also look at three models that involve forma-
tive peer evaluation.

Rationale for the Formative Evaluation of Teaching
In higher education, faculty evaluation is carried out primarily
for decisions regarding reappointment, promotion, tenure,
and compensation and only seomdarily, ifat all, for improving
performance. By necessity, all faculty roles --research and ser
vice as well as teaching are accounted for when personnel

Ciillab(iralilI Peer
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decisions are made. During these deliberations, faculty usually

are evaluated according to common standards.
In formative evaluation, the emphasis is on development,

where efforts toward improvement can he directed toward

any or all professional roles. If so desired, emphasis can be

placed on instructional improvement, and faculty differences

in educational philosophy and teaching style can he taken

into account.
In commenting on instructional development within a

broader context of faculty development, Menges points out

some of the benefits of assessment expressly designed for

teaching improvement:

IMelopment /is/ a natural process, an unfolding, gradual

and continual. fit individual; it proceeds differ

ently from person to person and from setting to setting. Its

initiation is usually from within, although certain external

circumstances support it more effectively than others. . . .

Wi, hall! had some success in identifying conditions under

which faculty members are likely to learn about and adopt

new instructional approaches.... These conditions include

eAposure to relmant theory, protision for practicing the new

approaches and receivingfeedback on the practice, and
opportunities to be coached uhile applying the new

approaches in the field. ( Note the happy coincidence that

these conditions for faculty are similar to conditions which

promote learning and transfer for students in Our classes.

(1985, pp. 181.82)

Provisions tier learning about teaching, practice in implement

ing new approaches and techniques, feedback to faculty on

their efforts, and coaching from ,:olleagues or consultants nor

many are not part of the process of faculty evaluation, al

though increasing numbers of scholars and practitioners

believe there should be ine'ms available for doing so. While

there may be resistance from faculty to involve themselves

in another professional activity ( Menges 1985), there probably

are ways to motivate faculty to take advantage of formative

evaluation of this type, although the type of motivation very

well may differ among faculty members ( Bess 19821.

Many scholars criticise the kick of relationship between

faculty evaluation and teaching improvement. That sentiment
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is expressed succinctly by Aubrecht, who says, "Very few insti-
utions are making good use of their faculty evaluation sys

tents for development purposes- (198,4, p. 88).
A number of scholars now recognize the need for formative

as well as summative evaluation. Most of them recommend
that the two functions he kept distinctly separate. Others
believe that information gathered in stimulative evaluation
also can be used for formative evaluation. Scholars almost
unanimously agree that it is unwise and counterproductive
to use information collected in formative evaluation in making
personnel decisions.

The view that summative and formative evaluation should
he separate entities in the assessment process is a common
one. This notion is expressed in two pieces of recent schol-
arship. In a particularly strong voice, Cross describes funda-
mental differences between lOrmative and summative evaluation:

Ironically practically all the propose& and practices in
assessment today involve stimulative evaluation. . . There
are feu' impose &c for formative evaluation to show us bow
to improve education in process. . . . If we are to improve
the quality of education, perhaps the most important ques-
tion . . to address is what decisions should be made to
improve instruction. . . How students are taught lies at the
heart of quality echication. It makes the difference beta-E'en
a lifelong learner and a grade grubber, bettiven enthusiasm
for learning and indifference to it, between an educated
society and a c-redentialed one ( 1986, pp. 3 4)

Weimer. Kerns. and Parrett are more direct in explaining why
summative and formative evaluation require different types
of information, suggesting why instructional improvement
is unlikely to occur from summative evaluation:

It is the intent of stimulative evaluation to provide the com-
parative data for subsequent use in personnel decisions.
These evahrati(ms typically consist of items that describe
touching in global terms. . . . Whereas the intent of forma
M.(' evaluation is to provide data, diagnostic and descriptive
feedhac k. with ahich to improve instruction. . . .

The proposes of the evaluations are different. Consequently
the' items on formative evaluation instruments and 11.?: items
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on minimally(' evaluations should differ as°. . . . When
items do not correspond with the intended proposes of the
evaluation, e.g., providing sioninatiye data with the eApec
!ciaon that the data will be used to improve, the potential
value of the (Tat:ration process is attenuated ( 1988, p. 286).

That admonition notwithstanding, there are those who argue
that data gathered for summative evaluation can be used for
instructional improvement. Dressel, for example, suggests
that "assessment activity must be broadly conceived as a basis
for improvement, not for making personnel decisions. Eval
uation can he linked to reward structures. but with recognition
that improvement and development are the first concerns"
(1976, p. 374).

Writing alone a year before collaborating with others (Wei
mer, Kerns, and Parrett 1988), Weimer seems to strike a post
tion somewhere between complete separation of summative
and formative evaluation and a linking of those functions. In
that provocative piece. she recommends:

Separate formative and sumnuitive evaluation activities,
but link the results. The too activities should run on separate
tracks with points of convergence at the beginning and end.
Summathv ovluation constructs the comprehensive picture
of instructional competency. Formative evaluation closes
in on the picture, dissects the component parts, analyzes
the relationship to one another, identifies what parts should
he changed, and prorides initial feedback on the success
of those changes. Stimulative evaluation occurs again to
create another composite picture, this time to shoo' the dif
ferences. The connection between the two cannot be over
emphasized. Formative evaluation must target approprkite
areas of change. Summative assessment must reflect the
impact of those changes (1987 p. 10).

Rationale for Peer Review in the Formative Evaluation
of Teaching
Several scholars believe that college teaching could be im
proved significantly if faculty wcirked collaboratively to that
end. While acknowledging there are still those who think
command of subject matter is all that is re(ittired to teach,
scholars say that faculty are becoming increasingly aware that
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successful teachers are knowledgeable about teaching strate-
gies and learning theories, committed to the individual devel-
opment of students, cognizant of the complex contexts in
which instruction occurs. and concerned about colleagues'
teaching as well as their own. Every teacher has strengths and
weaknesses in these areas, and many of them could assist
and or he helped by colleagues. All of this suggests t. -t good
teaching is developed over time and rarely is fully actualized.
In short, college teaching will improve when faculty support
each other with expertise that is uniquely theirs; apart from
what students, teaching consultants, and academic admin-
istrators can contribute to instructional improvement (Batista
1976; Centra 1975. 1986. 1993; Cohen and McKeachie 1980;
Hart 1987; Mathis 1974; Seldin 1984).

A number of the academy's conventionsepistemological,
cultural, political, and practical factors that may undermine
efforts to improve teachingunderscore a need fui formative
evaluation and for peer involvement in that process. These
conventions include: the lack of agreement on what good
teaching is; the inflexibility built into most systems of eval-
uation; the isolation of professors from one another with
regard to teaching; the reluctance of faculty to seek help from
colleagues with more expertise and experience and with
higher status; and a reward structure in which research is
more valued than teaching.

Abrami (1985), McKeachie (1986), Smith and Walvoord
(1993), and others have observed that scholars do not agree,
and probably never will, on what good teaching is and on
how to evaluate it. It is not surprising, then, that faculty
develop idiosyncratic teaching styles based on personal pref
erences and normativ assumptions rather than on a uniform,
codified standard of exemplary practice (Bulcock 1984;
McKeachie 1986). For that reason, informed peerswho
knoo; their colleagues personally and professionally, are famil-
iar with effective and ineffective practice in specific fields of
study, and recognize that effective teaching is contingent upon
a number of complex factors, only some of which can he con-
trolled by instructorsmay he especially forceful catalysts
in the process of instructional improvement (Mathis 1974;
Soderberg 1986).

Because teaching is so complex, scholars often criticize
the rigidity of systems of evaluation based upon superficial
style characteristics. In envisioning a more flexible alternative,
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Cancelli proposes a system of assessment that:

makes minimal assumptions regarding bow instruction
should occur. It is left to the professional judgments of the
professors to determine bow they u,ish to develop and teach
their courses. The system only requires that they be ulthin
the bounds of acceptable practice, broadly defined, that they
do what they say they do, and that there be a cogent ration-
ale for their choices. Thus, the review of each p,ofessor is
unique and requires decisions based on disparate and often
idiosyncratic bits of information. The use of judgments by
peers protides a method that is flexible enough to adjust to
the unique data base generated in each review ( 1987,
p. 12).

It is relatively uncommon for teachers at any level--whether
in elementary and secondary schools or in colleges and uni-
versities--to work collaboratively in improving teaching
(Copeland and Jamgochian 1985; Johnson, Johnson, and
Smith 1991; Katz and Henry 1988; Shulman 1993), though
collaborative relationships probably are more common in the
K 12 sector than in higher education. Copeland and Jamgo-
chian note:

The isolation of teachers to meet together outside the class-
room is a well-documented phenomena. . . . It is rare for
two teachers to meet together outside of class time to discuss
substantilv issues related to their students or their own
teaching. Systematic analysis of teaching, exploration of
alterizatitv approaches, analysis of individual teaching and
learning problems, and the generation of and testing of pos-
sible solutions are all activities that twically occur at the
individual teacher level, not among colleagues (p. 18).

Copeland and Jamgochian suggest that a number of institu
tional factors, including scheduling, task description, and
administrative expectations, militate against a more collegial
working relationship with respect to the teaching role. The
isolation prompted by these institutional constraints often
is exacerbated by teachers themselves who, for whatever rea
sons, feel uncomfortable opening up their classrooms to or
frankly discussing issues about teaching with colleagues. The
reasons for this resistance are varied. Some faculty insist that
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classrooms are their private domain. Others find, as Menges
suggests, disparities in expertise, experience, or status
between themselves and colleagues intimidating or threat-
ening (1987). Others, though, may be uncomfortable working
in fr'''',!1 relationships with professional staff developers, pref-
erring instead "a close and informal relationship with a peer"
(Menges i987, p. 83; see also Braskamp 1978, pp. 2-3).

Differences in status can be overcome, however, if there
is candor in acknowledging problems and in acting on the
need to improve. In one successful instance,

a senior professor and department chair discovered, much
to his chagrin, that student evaluations indicated room for
substantial improvement in his teaching. At the next depart.
rnent meeting he put his concerns frankly before his col-
leagues and asked for their assistance in identifying what
and how he could improve. He shared teaching materials,
discussed his current teaching methods, and invited his col-
leagues to observe him in the classroom. Once his colleagues
understood the seriousness of his request, they did as he
asked, visiting his classroom, talking to his students, review-
ing both the structure and the organization of his courses.
The entire group shared and discussed together the teaching
evaluations of each member. Among other things, this pro-
cess enabled the chair to change his instruction in ways that
resulted in substantially improved teaching and better
course evaluations (Pew 1992, p. 5A).

This situation probably is exceptional but demonstrates that
faculty can work together to improve teaching if a commit-
ment to do so exists. A reluctance to work collaboratively in
this way contrasts markedly with prevailing practice regarding
research, where it is quite common for faculty to seek advice
from colleagues before submitting manuscripts for possible
publication. It also is becoming increasingly common for
faculty to work collaboratively on research projects that
eventually lead to joint publication of the findings (Austin
and Baldwin 1991).

An anecdotal record of a tenured, senior linguistics pro.
fessor who collaborated with a colleague also is illustrative
of what can he accomplished when teachers work together
to improve teaching. In his commentary, Carton writes:
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The examination of my classroom allowed me to reflect
upon the degree of virtuosity and range of skills in class-
room management I had acquired over the years. Whether
my skills are, from a public point of view, praiseworthy is
a question I had received little information about during
those years in which I had hammered out some skills in
almost total isolation from my peers who should perhaps
have been more interested. Nor have I had the opportunity
to watch enough classes of others to be able to develop some
yardsticks by which to make judgments about the quality
of my own classroom skills. At last, !my colleague! had led
me to identify my skills and begin to make an inventory
of the techniques I had at niy disposal (1988, p. 58).

A finding by Baldwin may go even further, suggesting that
collaboration is an indicator of vitality among faculty (1990).
He notes that a substantially larger proportion of "vital" pro-
fessors rather than a less capable "representative" faculty
stated that they sometimes collaborate with colleagues, take
professional risks, and engage in innovative or nontraditional
professional activities.

Despite the complexity of and probable interactive effects
between the academy's constraints and the resistance of
faculty. it still is somewhat surprising that so few faculty con-
sult with each other on teaching since, as McDaniel observes,
"the most widely accepted principles of adult learning suggest
that adults thrive on collaborative learning. Adults are mot-
ivated by peer involvement and support, and sharing their
experiences is a powerful resource for learning" (1987, p. 94).
If collaboration in teaching is to become normative rather
than exceptional, ways must he found to promote such
collaboration.

Rationale for Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation
Peer review may he essential if significant improvement in
certain aspects of teaching is to occur (Centra 1993; Soderberg
1986). Yet, peer review is only one part of a broader process
for improving this professional role. Another critical element
is honest and thoughtful self-evaluation (Cross and Angelo
1988; Stevens 1988). Data provided by students, experts in
specific aspects of teaching and learning, and academic
administrators also may he considerably valuable. Information
from various combinations of these sources can he obtained
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in many ways: from student ratings of courses and instructors,
from interviews with students and instructors, from direct
classroom observation, from videotapes and audiotapes of
classes, from assessment of course materials and instructors'
evaluations of the academic work of students, and from a
study of other measures of student achievement (Auhrecht
1984; Menges 1991). The process should include looking at
the pre interactive (course planning and class preparation)
and the post interactive (reflection and revision) phases of
teaching as well as actual delivery of instruction (Soderberg
1986).

Assessment for instructional improvement is only one pur-
pose for which evaluation takes place. Obviously, summative
evaluation is another. There very well may he other valid rea-
sons for evaluating courses and instructors. Faculty evaluation
including formative and summative components (and any
other components deemed appropriate by an academic corn.
'nullity), in which multiple constituencies are consulted and
several methods and procedures are used to gather relevant
data, are components of the process of comprehensive faculty
evaluation.

Nearly all writers in the field of faculty evaluation recom-
mend the adoption of comprehensive programs of faculty
evaluation (Aleamoni 1981: Arden 1989; Arreola 1984; Black.
burn and Clark 1975; Brandenburg, Braskamp, and Ory 1979;
Centra 1979, 1993: Cohen and McKeachie 1980; Dressel 1976;
Greenwood and Ramagli 1980; Romberg 1985; Sauter and
Walker 19-6; Schneider 19-15; Scriven 1980, 1983, 1985; Seldin
1984: Smith et al. 1988: Soderberg, 1985, 1986; Spaights and
Bridges 1986; Stevens and Aleamoni 1985; Study Group 1984;
Swanson and Sisson 1971; Wolansky 1976). In insisting that
it is critical to have a comprehensive program of evaluation,
as opposed to a more limited one, in place, Dressel observes
that "no one method by itself is adequate. In fact, overem-
phasis On one method may do more harm than good. Various
facets of the program can be examined by different and
appropriate means of assessment" (1976, p. 338).

Batista observes that "no technique or source of informa-
tion is valid per se in evaluating college teaching. Usefulness
depends on the objectives to he reached" (1976, p. 269). Like-
wise, Greenwood and Ramagli conclude that:

.''me of (hi' means of evaluating college teaching used alone
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seems to hate a research base which indicates that it is a
sufficiently valid measure of the teaching effectiveness of
a given professor. Such a situation suggests the development
of multiple data systems that are continuously validated
and subject to ongoing empirical examination of the
interrelationships existing betuven the different kinds of
evaluation and instructional improvement data collected
(1980, p. 681).

However, it is not always possible for colleges and universities
to commit the necessary resources to implement all aspects
of a comprehensive program of faculty evaluation (Branden-
burg, Braskamp, and Ory 1979). In this event, scholars usually
recommend that the university community askand answer.
after careful deliberationthree fundamental questions
before deciding what elements to implement. These questions
are: For what purpose is the evaluation being conducted?
From what sources will the information he obtained and/or
who will interpret the information gathered? What methods
and procedures will be used to gather the information? (Bul-
cock 1984; Cancel li 1987; Craig, Redfield, anJ Galluzzo 1986;
Licata 1986; Millman 1981; Prater 1983; Scriven 1980). Further,
they almost invariably emphasize that a thoughtful answer
to the first of these questions should precede attempts to
answer the others.

A list of questions posed by Pittman and Slate gets at some
of these same issues, but has a somewhat different focus
(1989). Their questions are: What is the overall aim of the
evaluation? What areas of faculty responsibility are to be eval-
uated? What are the objective limits of this evaluation? How
does one establish a framework for evaluating this these
aim(s)? These authors say that "to omit such questions and
their consideration is likely to produce a faculty review proce-
dure with a weak or nonexistent conceptual base. Such a sys-
tem creates rather than [resolves] problems" (p. 39).

Answers to questions like these should he sought because
information from some sources and from some methods and
procedures may he relevant for one purpose, but irrelevant,
or less relevant, for another. To illustrate, several scholars (Bul
cock 1984; Centra 1975; Cohen and McKnachie 1980; Scriven
1980, 1983; Sorcinelli 1984; Stodolsky i) argue that direct
classroom observation for summative evaluation, whether car
tied out by colleagues or by academic administrators, is not
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normally appropriate or valid. That argument is based on low
interrater reliability of observers' findings, observers' failure
to make enough visits to obtain a representative sample of
teaching behaviors, and the likelihood that the classroom
teaching and learning environment is different when
observers are present than when only students and teacher
are in the room. In one experimental study, for example,
researchers found that professors are much more likely to
involve students in the teaching and learning process when
they know observers are present than when they are unaware
of the observers' presence (Ward, Clark, and Harrison 1981).

On the other hand, scholars see great potential value for
classroom observation when it is used for formative evalua-
tion. That argument is made well by Stodolsky:

In formative evaluation, direct observation may be very
appropriate if too much is not made of any git'en obser-
vation. Direct observation can provide useful occasions for
dialogue with superiors and colleagues. Specific occasions
are what teaching is all about, and may provide a very
appropriate focus for discussing improvement. Discussions
and suggestions that follow observations of a teacher may
even he more helpful if it is recognized that he or she might
teach differently in different situations (1984, p. 17).

To illustrate again, Edwards (1974) and McKeachie (1986)
argue that academic administrators should play a significant
role in summative evaluation, where it is likely they have rele-
vant information about all areas of professional performance.
but only a supportive role in formative evaluation. These writ-
ers reason that faculty are likely to feel threatened by having
administrators involved in formative evaluation, fearing that
weaknesses identified in this process will he used against
them later when personnel decisions are made. In formative
evaluation, administrators may he better suited for behind
the-scenes roles as producersproviders of time and other
resources and a generally supportive atmospherethan as
actors.

To he comprehensive, faculty evaluation must involve peer,
student, and administrator evaluation and self-assessment.
Mit all of these constituencies figure equally for all evaluation
purposes, however. Some of them may be required for all of
these purposes, but others may he suitable only, or mostly,

In formative
evaluation,
administrators
may be better
suited for
behind-the-
scenes roles
as producers
than as actors.
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for either formative or summative evaluation, or for iorne
other purpose.

Comprehensive Evaluation Models
A number of conceptual models of comprehensive faculty
evaluation have been developed, and every once in awhile
a relatively comprehensive program has been put into place
at a college or university. At this point, one of the conceptual
models and a program that actually was implemented are de-
scribed. After that, a program of formative evaluation of the
teaching role only, based on a theory of evaluation and pilot
tested in elementary schools, is described because it includes
many of the elements subsequently employed at colleges and
universities for evaluation of this type.

We present these models here because we are convinced
that instructional improvement is contingent on information
about several interdependent teaching processes, requiring
input from several of the academy's constituencies. We don't
want readers to think that we are under the illusion that for-
mative peer evaluation is a "fix all" approach. Rather, we
believe that the models presented will illustrate how impor
tant a comprehensive program is in improving teaching.

Soderberg model
The instructional evaluation model developed by Soderberg
(1986) is three-dimensional. At every point, elements intersect
so that it is virtually impossible to miss any teaching process,
time phase in which an instructional event occurs, or source
of information for assessing what has taken place. Figure 1
shows how the model's three dimensions are related.

The first dimension consists of a series of interdependent
processes: goals and objectives (asking and answering such
questions as "What are we trying to do?" and "What are our
purposes at this point?"), methods and materials ("How will
we go about doing what we decide to do?" and "What can
we use to accomplish our goals and objectives?"), and feed.
back ("How will we go about finding out how we're doing?"
and "I-low can we assess the relationship between our goals
and objectives and our methods and materials?") (pp. 1516).
Answers to these questions may depend on the it istitution's
concept of what an educated person should be, on the insti-
tution's mission, and on individual teachers' epistemclogical
values.
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FIGURE 1
Soderberg's three-dimensional model of faculty evaluation
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learning styles. They were quite verbal and reflective. They
were able to demonstrate how they consistently took indi-
vidual student needs into consideration in their planning
monitoring, and adjustments during their lessons. It u.as
evident that they knew their students well. In addition, dur
ing the lesson, these teachers provided great clarity with lots
of cues, structuring comments, advanced organizers, and
the big picture for their students. They seemed determined
and strong-willed about accomplishing their objectives and
having students succeed.

Students were challenged and at the same time cooper-
ative and mutually supportive of one another. Above all,
these teachers were risk takers, wilting to make necessary
revisions and by new teaching strategies. Being open, taking
chances, making immediate changes, and experimenting
with new models of learning and teaching are qualities that
appeared to make these teachers inspiring to both their stu-
dents and the external evaluators (Chenoweth 1991. p.
303).

The third dimension of Soderberg's model is represented by
the constituencies that are in a position to provide information
about faculty strengths and weaknesses. Students and
informed peers are seen as primary sources; informed admin-
istrators, alumni, and other sources (including self-assess
ment) are seen as secondary sources. Students are in a favoi.-
able position to evaluate goals and objectives, methods and
materials, and feedback when these processes relate to inter-
action. Peers are, according to Soderberg, best equipped to
assess processes related to pre-interaction and revision. The
Soderberg model warrants careful study.

Romberg model
Romberg describes procedures employed in summative and
formative evaluation of programs a Id personnel at the dental
school of the University of Maryland (1985). In this program,
several methods of evaluation are employed and sources con-
sulted in five broad areas: student evaluation of instruction.
including both course quality and teacher effectiveness; eval
uation of the faculty for decisions regarding reappointment,
prim-union, and tenure; the evaluation of c tch department.
including the formative evaluation of its goals and objectives
by the faculty as well as administrators, and the formative eval.
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uation of the faculty by peers and department chairpersons;
faculty and student evaluation of administrators, including
the dean, associate deans, and department chairpersons; and
evaluation of the goals and objectives of the school by stu-
dents, faculty, and administrators. The procedures include
evaluation of course materials and instructors' evaluations of
the academic work of students but not direct classroom obser-
vation or class videotaping.

The processes described in two of these five areas are quite
conventional in that students at most colleges and universities
are afforded opportunities to evaluate courses and instructors,
and committees composed of faculty and administrators at
most colleges and universities are asked to make recommen-
dations concerning personnel decisions. Systematic evaluation
in the remaining three areas is much less commonplace in
higher education. The mechanisms that have been put into
place to evaluate departmental goals and objectives and those
of the school, as well as the formative evaluation of the faculty
and administration by the faculty, are not employed often in
colleges and universities.

Roper, Deal, and Dornbusch model
The formative evaluation of teaching model of Roper, Deal,
and Dombusch (1976) is based on the theory of evaluation
of Dornbusch (1975). The model under consideration here,
which was pilot tested in elementary schools, includes seven
interdependent stages: identifying the participants and deter-
mining which of them will work together; defining and clar-
ifying the teaching and learning objectives of each participant;
setting the criteria by which the performance of each partic-
ipant will be evaluated, based on the outlined objectives;
assessing the quality of the performance of each participant
through the use of direct classroom observation and often
other methods; critiquing the strengths and weaknesses of
the performance of each participant; communicating the
results of each evaluation through direct interaction between
evaluator and the faculty member whose performance is being
assessed; and developing a plan for improvement based on
self-assessment and student evaluation as well as on the
results of the peer-review process.

Roper, Deal, and Dornbusch have recommended that the
membership of each pair of participants he determined by
the participants. believing that this method is preferable to

(Mlaboratire Peer Retlete
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random selection or arbitrary assignment. Mutual respect,
trust, and compatible educational philosophies between par
ticipants, controlled by self-selection, they argue, outweigh
advantages offered by other methods of selection. Agreeing
that participants should determine membership of the work
ing groups, Heller warns that attempts to impose membership
could result in groups that "go through the motions" but
make little legitimate attempt to improve the quality of teach
ing (1989).

In the Roper, Deal, and Dornhusch model and in many
other formative evaluation models, participants are encour
aged to identify the merit of their own objectives (either indi-
vidually or collectively), to determine the methods by which
data will he gathered, and to establish criteria by which
strengths and weaknesses of their performance will be eval
uated. Allowing participants to make these decisions is seen
as a means for developing faculty ownership of the program
(Heller 1989). While performance is evaluated largely by
direct classroom observation, a number of methods lOr gath-
ering informationincluding assessment of course materials,
student evaluations of their teacher's effectiveness, and self
evaluationalso are important elements of the model.

After the agreed-upon methods of evaluation have been
completed, the group members meet to discuss the findings.
At these feedback sessions, both participants are encouraged
to provide an assessment of the items under consideration.
Participants have observed that criticism most often is pros
ented as suggestions for alternative techniques, rather than
as mandates or absolutes. Roper, Deal, and Dornhusch note
that comments "encompassed virtually every aspect of class
room activity. Teachers learned not only about their own per
formance but about the overall climate of their classrooms"
(p. 62).

Planning programs for improvement evolve from the feed
back sessions, from student evaluation, and from self
reflection on performance in general. At these improvement
planning sessions, participants work collaboratively to deter
mine the strategies that might he employed in efforts to
improve performance, the resources that may he required to
accomplish these objectives, and the means by which these
instructional-improvement aims will be evaluated.

Roper, Deal, and Dornhusch report that participants were
enthusiastic about the program and that many of them
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planned to continue to work with colleagues in programs like
this one in the future. There is no indication, though, that the
program has been widely adopted by elementary or secondary
schools or by colleges and universities. However, elements
of it have been used in the isolated formative peer-evaluation
programs that have been identified. In later sections of this
report (Incentives and Disincentives), ways that may make
programs of this type more appealing to faculty and that may
discourage them from participating, respectively, will be
addressed
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Faculty Roles In Formative Evaluation

It is difficult to quarrel with Batista's conclusion that "col-
league evaluation is better used when the categories are those
in which faculty members are in the better position to cast
judgments than anyone else" (1976, pp. 269-70). The same
might be said of students, teaching consultants, administrators,

and others who supply information about teaching perfor-

mance. It also should be emphasized again that assessments
of teaching by any of these sources "are not necessarily valid
indicators of effective teaching when used by themselves, but
they may be helpful when used in conjunction with other evi-

dence" (Cohen and McKeachie 1980, p. 147).

The conceptual model of Soderberg is instructive in iden-
tifying areas in which peer review, as well as evaluation by
other constituencies, are most appropriate (1986). In this
model, teaching processes (setting of goals and objectives,
determining what methods and materials will be used in
teaching, and providing feedback) interact with the time
phases (pre-interaction, interaction, and revision) at which
instructional decisions and actions occur and with the con-

stituencies (faculty, students, academic administrators, and
others) that could provide relevant information about teacher

performance.
Soderberg suggests that faculty colleagues are best qualified

to assess processes occurring at the pre-interactive and revi-

sion phases (1986). Cohen and McKeachie (1980) and Seldin
(1984) envision an even broader role for colleagues, includ-
ing assessment of what occurs during delivery of instruction

(and when students are otherwise engaged in learning) as

well as what occurs before and after. Hart advocates a par-

ticularly prominent role for faculty as classroom observers,
noting that faculty have expertise about teaching and learning
that students simply aren't in a position to possess (1987).

Katz and Henry also recommend classroom observation by
colleagues and suggest that it be combined with interviews

of selected students (1988).
In this section, we examine a range of roles that scholars

suggest as appropriate for faculty to play in formative evalua
tion. We cite primarily the writings of Batista (1976), Cohen
and McKeachie (1980), Hart (1987), Scriven (1985, 1987 ),

and Soderberg ( 1086) but refer also to the scholarship of
other writers on specific aspects of evaluation. We also look

briefly at the potential and limitations of students, teaching
consultants, and academic administrators in the process of

The
conceptual
model of
Soderberg is
instructive in
identifying
areas in which
peer review,
as well as
evaluation
by other
constituencies,
are most
appropriate.
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teaching improvement.

Faculty Roles
Cohen and Mckeachie provide a useful classification of roles
that faculty could play in evaluating colleagues' teaching
(1980). The categories of this classification are: elements of
course design, including goals, co,irse content, and organ-
ization; methods and materials employed in delivery of
instruction; evaluation of students and grading practices; and
integration and interpretation of information gathered from
students, administrators, and self-evaluation as well as eva-
luation by peers.

There is considerable overlap between this classification
and Scriven's listing of criteria on which teaching evaluation
should be based (1985). These criteria are:

The quality of the content taught (does the teacher really
know the subject well enough to provide sound and illum-
inating answers to any questions that the best student could
legitimately ask about the actual or required curriculum
content); the success in imparting and/or inspiring learning
(which includes learning the value of learning of systematic
inquiry, cooperation, etc.that is, learning is not restricted
to the cognitive domain); the mastery of professional skills
(how to set valid tests, deal with the nonclassroom duties,
etc.): and the adherence to ethical standards (avoiding
racism and favoritism, etc.) (p. 36).

Elaborating on these criteria, Scriven develops especially the
second one, noting that faculty have responsibility in "increas-
ing the amount of valuable learning acquired by the students,
. . . increasing their capacity for learning" (1987, p. 10), and
"increasing [their] learning to something like the level at
which the students are capable" (p. 21).

Scriven does not address the issue of how success (or fail-
ure) in meeting these criteria are to determined, except
for insisting that specialists take a lock at tests written by
faculty and the grading of these tests (1985, 1987). Fellow

faculty may be in a particularly favorable position to evaluate
aspects of all of these criteria, as Cohen and McKeachie sug-
gest ( 1980).
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Elements of course design
In the category of course design, Cohen and McKeachie sug-

gest that faculty colleagues examine the following:

The professor's mastery of course content.
Appropriateness of course objectives.

Selection of course content
(knowledge of what must

be taught).
Organization of the course.
Coverage of appropriate content.
Incorporation of recent scholarship into selection of

content.
Suitability of student assignments in meeting course

objectives.

In this same general area, Soderberg suggests that informed

peers assess the suitability of objectives for particular groups

of students and the appropriateness of the rigor of the course

in its contextual environment (1986).

Instructional methods and materials
In the category of instructional methods and materials, Cohen

and McKeachie cite five areas in which colleagues could

assess the effectiveness of fellow faculty: suitability of

methods of instruction in meeting course goals; appropri-

ateness of the reading list for the course; reasonableness of

the amount of time required of students for completing read-

ings, written assignments, and other projects; appropriateness

of handouts and other instructional materials in facilitating

learning; and suitability of various types of media in meeting

course objectives. Batista includes a related item: the appli-

cation of appropriate methodologies for teaching specific con-

tent (1976).

Evaluation of the academic work ofstudents

In assessing the devices employed by professors for evaluating

student assignments and their grading practices. Cohen and

McKeachie recommend that colleagues examine:

The length and difficulty of examinations.

The coverage given to higher-order, as v II as lower level,

cognitive processes on examinations and on other

assignments.

Collaborathx, Ikvr Review
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The time and effort required of students to complete writ-
ten assignments and other projects.
The specificity by which grading practices are explainedto students.

Soderberg recommends three additional competencies in thisarea that faculty could critique: the relationship of evaluationinstruments to course objectives and procedures. the usefulness of the evaluation to students in the learning process. andthe relationship between awarding ofcourse grades and thegrading system communicated to students (1986).
Scriven emphasizes the importance of two related items:test construction and the grading of student examinations.In suggesting that faculty with expertise in tests and measure-ments assess the competence of colleagues in these areas,he observes that "few teachers, from kindergarten to postgraduate, have ever had their tests and scoring keys looked

at against minimum standards of professional competence.if indeed they have ever heard of such standards; and thosethat have been looked at present a very depressing picture-( 1985, p. 32).
The professional competence to which Scriven refers isrelated to recommendations that experts check to see thatprofessors grade essay tests: "blind,- so that biases for andagainst students are minimized: question by question. ratherthan test by test, so as to reduce potential "halo effects" andto maintain uniform standards of evaluation from the first

answer read to the last; and in random order ("shuffling- thepapers after reading answers to each question) so that reader
enthusiasm. frustration, and fatigue affect students in nopredetermined way. An alternative argument may he madethat it is advantageous to know the name associated with thework. In this scenario, the instructor can bring to the evalua
tkin an understanding of the student's prior knowledge and
unique background and perspectives. This may shed lightupon a student's response that might be lost in blind review.Experts in tests and measurements. can also be considerablyhelpful to colleagues in the construction of "objective- tests,where writing good questions often proves difficult.

Integration and interpretation
Cohen and McKeachie indicate that oAleagues are ideallyequipped to integrate and interpret intimation gathered from



various methods of evaluation and from all sources providing
information. In the evaluation of instruction, they suggest that

peers assess the following: student ratings in light of circum-
stances under which the course was taught (e.g., large vs.
small enrollment in classes, required vs. elective course, and

a number of other contingencies that can affect student rat-
ings.; the criteria used in evaluation instruction; and the
weighing of the criteria used in determining teaching

effectiveness.
Batista lists a number of other factors that could he con-

sidered by colleagues in the integrative stage of instructional

evaluation:
1. Faculty members' own evaluations of their teaching.

2. Faculty members' own evaluation of their knowledge of
specific content areas within the field as a whole.

3. Informal course evaluations conducted by instructors with

their students.
4. Alumni ratings of faculty members.
5. Student achievement in courses.
6. Interviews with groups of students or individual students

(1976).

Craig, Redfield, and Galluzzo (1986) and McKeachie (1986)
recommend that the integrative process also include a study

of the relationship between students' explanations of their

responsibility in teaching and learning and their evaluations

of courses and instructors. These researchers are convinced
that information provided by such comparisons would he a

valuable tool in assessing both quality of teaching and student

learning.
While integrating and interpreting information appear to

he important, they must not he considered faculty's only
responsibility. If faculty are not willing to examine aspects

of teaching they are uniquely qualified to assess, there is that

danger that:

What is peer ret,ieuvel is not the process of teaching and
its products ( the learning that the teaching enabled ) but

Imerelyi the obsert,ations and ratings submitted by students
and assorted others. This situation is in part a function of
faculty tateasinexr about the instruction of colleagues in

their classrooms. But underneath this uneasiness lies a more'

troubling circumstance: the lack of clarity about why faculty

Collaborative Peer Review
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should he obseers of one ant tber's teaching [emphasis
theirs/ (Edgerton. Hutchings, and Quinlan 1991, p. 5).

Clearly, these scholars believe that faculty must become
involved in assessing several aspects of colleagues' teaching,
and that this involvement should extend beyond an integrative
function.

Peer observation
While Cohen and McKeachie acknowledge a need for forma-
tive peer observation. their classification deals with this
method only implicitly. Other scholars provide more detail
on how peer observation could he employed.

Hart, believing that faculty should play a broad role in
instructional improvement, identifies events that occur during
delivery that faculty are especially well-qualified to assess
( 198- ). These events are: the place where and the time when
classes are taught and other physical factors affecting delivery
of instruction; the procedures used by the teachers in con-
ducting the class; the teacher's use of language to inform,
explain, persuade, and motivate, and the language students
use in responding and reacting to the teacher; the roles played
by teachers and students as they interact; the relationship of
what is occurring in a particular class to other courses, dis-
ciplines, and the curriculum in general; and the outcomes
of teaching, as reflected in student learning. These roles are
discussed in more detail in the next section of the report,
where the place of direct classroom observation is specifically
addressed.

Recognizing that faculty have the potential to contribute
to teaching improvement of colleagues in several significant
ways, Seldin (1984) fills in and expands on areas in which
other scholars have agreed that faculty have expertise. The
following questions framed by Seldin could be used by faculty
as they assess colleagues' performance.

Ve believe that scholars have demonstrated, rather con
vincingly, that competent faculty can critique colleagues'
teaching and assist their peers in improving that teaching. Sev-
eral methods are available for doing so.

Roles for Constituencies Other Than the Faculty
In the remainder of this section, we look briefly at some of
the strengths and limitations of students, academic admin
istrators. and teaching consultants as provider:~ of information



in fix-mative evaluation of teaching. We make no attempt to
he comprehensive but hope to show instead that each con-
stituency can contribute relevant data. though none of them

can provide all the information needed by professors who
wish to improve their teaching.

Students
Students evaluate college teachers and courses more than anv
other constituency (Bergman 1980; Seldin 1984). They are
relied upon not only because it is relatively easy to devise
teacher-rating forms, administer the forms, and tabulate the
results (Abrami 1985) but also because, as Cross and Angelo

say, "students hate ample opportunity to see teachers in
action in good days and bad, land] they are in a good posi
don to evaluate the impact of the teaching on themselves as
learners" ( 1988, p. 125). It is difficult to deny that students

are in a position to provide reliable information about certain
types of teacher behaviors.

Students probably are most qualified to evaluate aspects
of teacher performance occurring at the delivery phase of the
instructional process (Soderberg 1986). The seem less qual-
ifiedeven unqualifiedto assess many aspects of perfor-

mance occurring at the pre interactive and revision phases,
except for how delivery is impacted by events occurring

at other times.
Wien completing teacher rating forms, students usually

are asked to assess several elements: style characteristics asso
dated with delivery (class preparation. organization, sense
of humor, enthusiasm. rapport with students, etc., called
"observables" by Bulcock 119841 and "secondary indicators"

by Scriven 11981), their perceptions of what they have
learned and of the instructor's command of the subject matter;
and overall impressions of the quality of the instructor's teach-

ing and the course. Some of the information they provide

probably is necessary for summative evaluation ( for example.

global ratings of the teacher and course). Other information

may he useful in fiirmative evaluation. Some of it may be
invalid for either purpose. Students, like every other consti

tuency, have strengths and limitations in the faculty evaluation

pro lows.
lii determine what students are, and are not, in a favorable

position to evaluate, it may he instructive to look again at the

criteria on which faculty evaluation should be based. Accord
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ing to Scriven, there are but four such criteria: quality of con-
tent taught, the instructors success in teaching that content
and in inspiring learning, the instructors mastery of profes
sional skills in writing tests and evaluating the academic work
of students, and the instructor's adherence to ethical standards
( 1985). Students appear qualified, as observers of classroom-
and certain out-of-classproceedings, to assess the instruc
tors success in organizing and delivering the course content
and inspiring learning, and the instructor's adherence to eth-
ical standards associated with teaching, although other con
stituencies also are in a favorable position to comment on
these factors. Except in the most egregious instances, where
faculty are clearly incompetent in knowledge of subject mat
ter. for example. faculty and academic administrators are in
a considerably better position than students to evaluate the
quality of the content taught and, with the help of experts
in tests and measurements, the tests written by teachers and
the quality of the academic work submitted by students. Stu
dents too often are asked to evaluate much that lies outside
of their areas of expertise.

Except for some possible connection to "success in impart.
ing and or inspiring learning," the style characteristics that
teachers exhibit as they deliver instruction are not related
directly to Scriven's criteria (1985). And even with that dimen-
sion, there may be better indicators than the style character-
istic's. Yet, as Scriven suggests, such "secondary indicators"
may have:

a useful role in formative oaluation as follows. If you hare
demonstrated that a teacher is cloinp, badly, using the proper
criteria, then the "anthology of successful stiles" built up
by researchers provides a valuable resource for susNestions
as to practices the teacher might consider adding to his or
her current repertoire in the quest for improlvment ( 1987.
11- 3").

The validity of student ratings may be called into question
in a number of other ways. as Abrami (1985) and others have
suggested. when:

I. '1'eacher rating lc )rms include a disproportionately larger
number of items on "success in imparting and or inspir
ing learning." as Scriven ( 198-) phrases it. and a dispro

5 1



portionately smaller number of items on other valid eval-

uation criteria;
2. The forms include greater numbers of items on interaction

between students and instructor and fewer on important

aspects of teaching that occur during preinteraction'and
feedback phases of the instructional process;

3. Forms include items appropriate for some classes, aca-

demic disciplines, styles of teaching, and teaching meth-

odologies but less appropriate (or inappropriate) for oth

ers; for example, the forms may be better suited to the
social sciences than the humanities; and

1. A student's response to one item affects responses to other
items, a threat to validity called the "halo effect": this
effect may bias results either for or against a teacher.

Abrami also notes that:

Students as a gawp may be inaccurate observers for a ta
riety of reasons: they mar he naive and insensitive to qua!
itative differences in instruction: they mat' be collectively
biased 12 their own e.\pectations which distort their percep

lions: kind I MO' may be unfairly lenient in judging teach
ing effectiveness( 1985, p. 21- ).

While information provided by students via teacher rating

forms can contribute to an understanding of teacher perfor-

mance. the picture they paint often is incomplete. More detail
can be tilled in \then this information is augmented by data
gathered from other sources. including the faculty.

Academic administrators
Because academic administrators usually were faculty mem-

hers before assuming their present positions, or continue to

teach as -tdministrators, they, like faculty, have expertise about
teaching and learning, teacher performance, concern about
colleagues' teaching, etc.. that students don't have. They are

in a good position to evaluate aspects of teaching that occur

at the pre interactive and feedback phases of instruction as
well as when instruction actually takes place. Like faculty and
teaching consultants, they should be able to assess quality

c( intent taught, the instructor's success in assessing student

mirk and in inspiring learning, and the pRicedures employed
in teaching content. But administrators are further rem, wed

from the faculty than their colleague.es.
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Since much of an administrator's time is consumed by
responsibilities other than teaching, administrators are less
likely to interact with faculty to the same degree and in the
same ways as fellow faculty. There also is the likelihood that
faculty will be reluctant to seek help from administrators in
improving their teaching, believing that deficiencies in per-
formance will be used against them when personnel decisions
are made. These factors may limit the effectiveness of admin-
istrators in a process aimed at instructional improvement.

Teaching consultants and faculty development
programs
Teaching consultants normally offer assistance to faculty in
one or more of the following broad areas: instructional devel-
opment, personal development, and institutional development
(Bergquist and Phillips 1975). The type of programming
offered depends in part on the philosophies of the consultant
and of the institution's administrators, and on time and other
available resources. Interest in faculty development has waxed
and waned from the time the first programs were put in place
in the early 1970s, but considerable interest in them has been
shown in recent years.

Teaching consultants usually have expertise in a number
of teaching areas: strategies, student learning, learning styles,
and technology. There is little doubt they can he catalysts for
improved teaching among faculty who are motivated to work
with them.

Mathis, in observing that many faculty development officers
are psychologists by training, concludes that:

Those who organize institutional programs for instructional
development should he aware of the 'culture' of the many
disciplines in higher education. While psychology may have
much to say about teaching and learning psychologists are
not always able to communicate this to their colleagues out-
side of psychology in a language easily accepted or under-
stood. The value of having faculty in the many fields of
study who know the research literature on teaching and
learning and who can communicate with their colleagues
in the language of their discipline, suggests that instructional
development can best be served by preparing faculty to per-
form an instructional development function in their own
field rather than anticipating salvation from a central hive
populated with psychologists ( 1974, pp. 10-11).
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This admonition suggests that there should be a close con-
nection between the instructional improvement side of faculty
development and formative peer evaluation.

Despite being written about 20 ago, Mathis's advice
regarding faculty development centers teems as relevant now
as it probably was then:

The Center approach is successful only to the degree that
Center programs and staff are responsive to the diverse, and
sometimes conflicting needs of the campus. Centers should
not staff themselves to reflect any one orthodoxy about
teaching. The successful Center should be able to assist the
faculty member who is looking for a teaching system to the
same degree that it can help a faculty member with sym-
pathetic advice. [Such Centers) ought to avoid academic
evangelism as much as possible. The temptation to save the
natives from themselves through an aggressive program of
prophylaxis, usually technological in nature, is generally
nonproductive, since it involves programs for the feu' at the
expense of the many. The natives should save themselves,

and Centers should be as eclectic as possible in helping them
do so (1974, p. 25).

Although ultimately sustained by a personal desire to succeed,
buoyed no doubt by mastery of and passion for a field of
study, good teaching is most likely to occur in a culture where
teaching is valued and where there is a support system in
place that encourages its development. The commitment of
administrators is essential. While the support of all segments
of the academic community is important, the faculty have a
key role because they can look at what takes place in class-
rooms and beyond from different perspectives than students,
in more detail than administrators, and perhaps in ways that
command more confidence and trust from faculty than either
teaching consultants or administrators. Colleagues, using a
variety of methods, can look at what their peers do and why
they do it within context of their academic disciplines.

In the next section, we look at five of these methods: direct
classroom observation, videotaping of classes, assessment of
course materials, evaluation of instructor evaluations of the
academic work of students, and analysis of teaching portfolios.
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METHODS OF FORMATIVE EVALUATION

it seems clear that faculty are well-qualified to assess many
aspects of colleagues' teaching and related professional activ-
ities and some of the effects of that teaching on student learn-
ing. Because faculty expertise about teaching and student
learning, and their knowledge of colleagues' performance,
are acquired in several ways, a number of methods of eval-
uation, used in combination rather than independently, are
helpful to gain insight into an instructor's role in the teaching-
learning process and to determine how teaching might be
improved. Fellow faculty can look at some of what peers do
prior to interacting with students (or before students are oth-
erwise engaged in study), at what occurs when a teacher and
students interact, and at how a teacher evaluates his or her
performance with respect to student learning. They also can
examine the complex relationships among the following var-
iables: goals, objectives, and course planning; methods, mate
rials, and procedures; and the feedback students receive from
teachers and the teacher's assessment of student learning.

Five methods that have been used by colleagues to assess
their peers' teaching for the purpose of instructional improve-
ment are: direct classroom observation, videotaping of classes,
evaluation of course materials, assessment of instructor eval-
uations of student academic work, and analysis of teaching
portfolios. The merits and limitations of the first four of these
methods, and what canand cannotbe learned from and
how to use each of th,mn, are examined in detail in this sec-
tion. Also examined, though in somewhat briefer form, is the
role of the teaching portfolio in instructional improvement.

Direct Classroom Observation
While most scholars express serious reservations about the
use of direct classroom observation in summative evaluation,
nearly all of them agree that it can he employed effectively
in formative evaluation. A number of scholars believe that
peer observation is essential if the evaluation is for instruc-

tional improvement.

Objectives
Scholars argue that peer observation should he employed
because faculty members have expertise in the process of
teaching and learning that is not possessed to the same degree
by either students or administrators (Braskamp 1978; Centra
1986, 1993; Cohen and McKeachie 1980; Shulman 1993:

A number
of scholars
believe
that peer
observation
is essential
if the
evaluation
is for
instructional
improvement
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Soderberg 1986; Sorcinelli 1984). Some of them also suggest
that it is a vital component of the process, because it is the
only way in which some aspects of teaching can he assessed
adequately.

In regard to improving the quality of instruction through
classroom observation, Hart observes:

To improve, teachers need the he and support of other
teachers. Teachers need to consult regularly, over an
extended period, with other teachers. Teachers need to
obseriv other teachers at u'ork, be obsemed by them in
return. and share their observations, reflections, and recom-
mendations ( 1987, p.

While acknowledging a practical problem associated with
classroom observation, Weimer, like Hart, stresses some of
its important benefits:

1.Fac WO need to be in each other's classes regularly, rou
7b expect that to occur may he naive and unrealistic.

Facultv labor under multiple demands. Nervrtheless, obser
rations should not be special, one-time activity. They
need to be an ongoing part of teaching Tho., keep instruc-
tors fresh, encourage and develop accurate self-assessment,
and make obvious the complexities of the teaching-learning
,phenomenon (1990, p. 122).

But it should be emphasized that direct classroom observation
may not he "easy, comfortable, simple, or quick in results"
(Hart 1987, p. 15).

While several programs in which peers have observed a
colleague's classroom have been presented in the literature
(some of them will he described in the next section), much
less has been written about the specific events that might be
observed. A particularly cogent discussion of six interrelated
categories of these events is provided by Hart.

I. The physical temporal setting. Hart notes that the:

tine of day', room size and shape, air (or the lack of it 1.
light ( or dark ), surrounding noise, furnishings, apparatus,
and clutter /affect/ the people of the event use or mis
use this environment: their uses of space, access, positioning.
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distance. mobilities. . . the teacher may need few
reminders of the ecology, the reactions of the observer mar
well help to understand and use it better (pp. 17.18).

2. Classroom structure and procedures. Hart observes that
each class has:

its intellectual structures, orders. sequences. its texture of
governing ideas, its proportions, connections, transitions,
planned or not. Some teachers regularly signal to the class
what these are, others (ill- advisedly, I think ) take them for
granted. Teaching is, among other things, a co! pro.
cess. . . The observer can, at least, keep track of the stria:-
lures or logics that are communicated, and report them
backoccasionally to the teacher's stoptiw(p. 18 ).

3. The rhetorical dimension. Hart notes that certain types
and levels of language are employed by teachers and stu
dents and concludes that:

they ewe sometimes similar, sometimes quite distinct --even
separate or divisive. . . . But not many teachers in my cape
rience are au'are of the languages they use. The observer
can hear and report the relative degrees of difficulty, for-
mality, techpicality, the dominant syntactic forms
class session has its rhetoric: certain forms and methods that
are used to achieve certain endsinformative, eApkillatory,
perSlicaire. . . . To carry out these complex aims, the teacher
uses certain tactics and methods: assignments, exercises.
demonstrations, examples, analogies, and mothathmal
appeals. The observer can learn to observe and report the
ends and the appropriateness of the means( p. 18 ).

4. The dramaturgical sociopolitical dimension. Hart observes:

Ire are all sufficiently familiar with dramaturgy to be use-
ful observers of how members of a class play their roles and
how they interact. We can record such phenomena as pa
sing voicing, nonverbal behavior and communication, the
class dynamic. its degree of intensity and involve ment. . . .

We can observe' how the teadmer uses authority or Power )
and u'hat kinds, interpret the politics of the class, time direc
tions and commands, invitations.judgments, rewards, and
threats (p. 19).
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5. The curricular context. While the curricular context prob-
ably cannot be directly observed, an observer can make
certain inferences about the class's relationship to:

larger designs, other courses and areas of study, other dis-
ciplines, levels of learning and development, academic goals
and values, extramural preoccupations and influences.
iVo class is an island. What uses are made of such foreign
relations, and how many, can be observed What uses and
bow many should be made is a legitimate issue of strategy
and priority (p. 19).

6. The effects of teaching. Hart stresses that the outcomes
of teaching are what really matter, but notes:

Most teachers unwittingly cling to the assumption that time
needed for teaching leaves no time in class for finding out
what is being learned. . . . The observer can only try to catch
the clues and report them, and try to help the teacher find
and use more adequate ways of discovering what has been
learned ( p. 19).

Hart's classification may seem imposing, even overwhelming,
to faculty who have not been involved before in classroom
observation. In program planning, the guidelines might be
used as a conceptual tool to define what might be accom-
plished. later, after classroom observation has been put into
place, observers might use the guidelines to focus on specific
aspects, but not necessarily all aspects, of teaching.

Peer observation models
Most programs of classroom observation in higher education
are based on a model described by Bergquist and Phillips
(1975) or on clinical supervision models employed in ele
mentary and secondary schools. The Bergquist and Phillips
model has three interdependent stages: contracting, infor-
mation collection and analysis, and information feedback.

In the contracting stage, "the instructor should determine
what type of information concerning his teaching he wishes
to receive" ( p. 88), and he or she and the observer(s) should
agree on the procedures to be used in assessing the instruc
tor's teaching. These procedures may include, for example,
videotaping and interviewing students as well as classroom
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observation. Information collection and analysis is the stage
in which observation and other agreed upon data-gathering
procedures and systematic data analysis occur. Collection of
data should be carefully orchestrated, with analysis confined
to areas of teaching in which the course instructor seeks assist-
ance. The information feedback stage usually involves two
events: a brief written report in which major conclusions are
outlined and a meeting in which the instructor and ob-
serer(s) discuss findings and recommendations.

The type of peer observation proposed by Sorcinelli (1984)
is like the clinical supervision models (e.g., Goldhammer
1969) in that the process involves pre-observation. obsena-
don, and post-observation phases. The questions she suggests
be asked during each phase (Figures 2, 3. and 4) could he
particularly useful to faculty with limited experience obsen
ing colleagues' classes. Despite being designed expressly for
peer observation, colleague observers also must he familiar
with a peer's course materials, since the observer sometimes
is asked to compare what is occurring in a colleague's class
to information contained in his or her course materials.
Observers using Sorcinelli's guidelines may need to be cau-
tioned not to place too much emphasis on teaching strategies
and delivery skills and not to neglect the faculty member's
content knowledge and ability to communicate it effectively

to students.

FIGURE 2

Pre-Observation Conference Guide
I. Briefly. what will he happening in the class I will observe?
2. What is your goal for the class? What do you hope students will

gain from this session?
3. What do you expect students to do in the class to reach stated
goals?
t. What can I expect you to do in class? What role will you take? What

teaching methods will you use
C. AX1rat have students been asked to do to prepare for this class?
6. What was done in earlier classes to lead up to this one?

Will this class be generally typical of your teaching? If not. what
will he different?
8. Is there anything specific on which you wt mid like me to f i x -n
during this class.,

.vt,te From An Apprto. li t(i Collc.igt k aluation of Ciassri 1( Int ills(' (loll
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FIGURE 3

Classroom Observation Guide

Students' and Teacher's Attitudes and Behaviors Before Class Begins
1. Do students arrive noticeably early or late?
2. Do they talk to each other?
3. Do they prepare for class? Take out hooks and notebooks?
4. When does the instructor arrive?
5. What does he or she do before class (write on hoard, encourage
informal discussion with students, sit behind the desk)?

Teacher's Knowledge of Subject Matter
1. Does the instructor exhibit knowledge and mastery of the content?
2. Is the depth and breadth of material covered appropriate to the
level of the course and this group of students?
3. Does the material covered relate to the syllabus and goals of the
course?
4. Does the instructor present the origin of ideas and concepts?
5. Does he or she contrast the implications of various theories?
6. Does he or she emphasize a conceptual grasp of the material?
7. Does he or she present recent developments in the discipline?
8. Does he or she present divergent points of view?
9. Is there too much or not enough material included in the class
session?
10. Is the content presented considered important within the dis
cipline or within related disciplines?

Teacher's Organization and Presentation Skills
A. Engaging Student Interest
1. Does the instructor prepare students for the learning that is to fol
low by assessing what they know about the topic through use of anal-
ogy, a thought-provoking question, reference to a common expe-
rience, etc.?

B. Introduction
1. Does the instructor provide an overview of the class objectives?
2. Does he or she relate the day's lesson to previous class sessions?
3. Does he or she use an outline on the board or overhead projector?

C Organization and Clarity
1. Is the sequence of covered content logical?
2. Is the instructor able to present content in a clear and logical
manner that is made explicit to students?
3. Does he or she provide transitions from topic to topic, make dis
Unctions between major and minor points, and periodically sum
marize the most important ideas?
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4. Does he or she define new concepts and terms?
5. Does he or she use illustrations and examples to clarify difficult
ideas?
6. Does he or she use relevant examples to explain major points?
7. Does he or she provide handouts when appropriate?

D. Teaching Strategies
1. Are the instructor's teaching methods appropriate for the goals
of the class?
2. Is he or she able to vary the pattern of instruction through move-
ment around the class. gestures, voice level, tone, and pace?
3. Does, or could, he or she use alternative methods such as media,
discussion, lectures, questions, case studies, etc.?
4. Is the use of the chalkboard effective? Is the board work legible,
organized?
5. If appropriate, does he or she use students' work (writing assign-
ments, homework assignments, etc.)?
6. Are the various teaching strategies effectively integrated?

E. Closure
1. Does the instructor summarize and integrate major points of the
class session at the end of the period?
2. Does he or she relate the class session to upcoming class sessions
or topics?
3. Are assignments presented clearly? Hurriedly or drawn out?
4. Are assignments appropriate to class goals and course level?
5. Are students attentive until the class session ends? Or are they rest-
less (talking, closing notebooks, etc.) before the class ends?
6. What happens after class? Are there informal discussions among
students or between the instructor and students after class?

Teacher's Discussion and Questioning Skills
A. Introduction to Discussion
1. How is discussion initiated?
2. Are the purposes and guidelines clear to students?
3. Does the instructor encourage student involvement?

R. 7Apes of Questions
1. Are questions rhetorical or real? One at a time or multiple?
2. Does the instructor use centering questions (to refocus students'
attention on a particular topic), probing questions (to require stu
dents to go beyond a superficial or incomplete answer), or redirect
ing questions (to ask for clarification or agreement from others in
the class)?

C Level of Questions
I. What level of questions does the instructor ask? ( Lower level ques
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tions usually have a fixed or "right" answer and require students
to recall, list, or define principles or facts. Higher level questions
ask students to generalize, compare, contrast, analyze, or synthesize
information in meaningful patterns.)

D. What Is Done with Student Questions
1. Are questions answered in a direct and understandable manner?
2. Are questions answered politely and enthusiastically?

E What Is Done with Student Responses
1. How long does the instructor pause for student responses (for.
mulating answers to difficult questions takes a few minutes)?
2. Does he or she use verbal reinforcement?
3. Does he or she use nonverbal responses (e.g., smile, nod, puzzled
look)?
4. Does he or she repeat.answers when necessary so the entire class
can hear?
5. Is he or she receptive to student suggestions or viewpoints con
trary to his or her own?

Teacher's Presentation Styles
A. Verbal Communications
1. Can the instructor's voice be clearly heard?
2. Does he or she raise or lower voice for variety and emphasis?
3. Is the rate of speech appropriate? Too fast or too slow? Appropriate
for note taking?
4. Are speech fillers (e.g., "you know" or "in fact") distracting?
5. Does the instructor talk to the class, not to chalkboard or ceiling?

B. Nonverbal Communication
1. Does the instructor look directly at students?
2. Does he or she scan the class when asking or responding to
questions?
3. Does he or she focus on particular students or sides of the room?
4. Do facial and body movements contradict speech or expressed
intentions?
5. Does the instructor use facial expressions (such as raised eye-
brows), body posture (sitting, standing, folding arms), or body
motions (proximity to students, clenched fists, pointing) to sustain
student interest?

Students' Behaviors
1. What arc the note taking patterns in the class (do students take
few notes, write down everything, write down what instructor puts
on the hoard, lean over to copy others' notes in order to keep up)?
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2. Are students listening attentively, leaning forward, slumped back
in desks, heads on hands?
3. Do students listen or talk when other students or the instructor
are involved in discussion?
4. How actively are students involved (asking questions, doing home-
work, doodling on notebooks, looking out the window)?
5. Are there behaviors that are out of the mainstream of class activity
(random conversations among students, reading materials not rele-
vant to class, passing notes)?

Note. Adapted from "An Approach to Colleague Evaluation of Classroom
Instruction" by M.D. Sorcinelli. 1984. Journal of Instructional Development
"(4). pp. 14 16. Used by permission.

FIGURE 4

Post-Observation Conference Guide

1. Id general, how do you think the class went?
2. What do you think about your teaching during the class?
3. Did stuuents accomplish the goals you had planned for the class?
4. Is there anything that worked well for you in class todaythat
you particularly liked? Does it usually go well?
5. Is there anything that did not work wellthat you disliked about
the way the class went? Is this typically a problem area for you?
6. What were your teaching strengths? Did you notice anything you
improved or any personal goals you met?
7. What were your teaching problemsareas that still need
improvement?
8. Do you have any suggestions or strategies for improvement?

Note Adapted from "An Approach to Colleague Evaluation of Classroom
Instruction" by M.D. Sorcinelli, 1984. Journal of Instructional Development
"(4 ), p. 16. Reprinted by permission.

Selection of observers
Whether collaboratorsteacher and one or more observers
come from the same, related, or different disciplines probably
depends on several factors, including: the purpose for which
the assessment is conducted, participants' expectations from
the observation process, specific aspects of teaching faculty
seek to improve, and each teacher's comfort level with dif
ferent collaborative arrangements It may be that all of these
arrangements have something to offer when the purpose of
evaluation is instructional improvement, but there is far from
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full agreement on this issue.
Scriven (1980), Mathias and Rutherford (1982a, 1982h),

Shulman (1993), and Sorcinelli (1984) adamantly argue that
colleagues familiar with course content should assess a peer's
teaching, because it is in. course content that faculty have
more expertise than students, academic administrators, and
teaching consultants. That view is expressed by Sorcinelli:

Put simply, a colleague from one's own or a related depart.
ment is in the most advantageous position to observe and
evaluate aspects of the instructor's mastery and selection
of course content as tivIl as the currency or importance of
that content within the discipline. Judgments about issues
such as exhibited knowledge of the content, and preseh-
tation of the origin of ideas and concepts, current devel-
opments in the field, and the appropriate depth and breadth
of material cannot be judged adequately by observers with
limited or no content expertise. It is these tough but impor-
tant criteria that classroom visitation programs need to
address (1984, o. 12).

Other scholars either believe there are advantages in having
observers from nonrelated fields of study (Heller 1989;
Menges 1987; Shatzky and Silberman 1986) or suggest there
is a place for observers from the same and different disci-
plines (Braskamp 1978; Weimer 1990; Weimer, Kerns, and
Parrett 1988). The first of these views is argued by Menges:

When feedback deals with [how content is presented] , a
colleague's detailed knowledge of course content may
hinder rather than help. Conversations tend to focus on sub-
stantive details which are less pertinent than data about
teacher or student behavior. One task of colleague observers
is to take the role of naive learner, but it is even more dif-
ficult for a colleague from the same discipline to assume
that role than it is for one from a distant discipline (1987,
p. 86).

In that connection. Weimer, Kerns, and Parrett add:

There are some arguments in favour of colleague observers
from outside the discipline. Those familiar with the content
over emphasise it in relation to the rest of the instructional
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event. If the content is unfamiliar. the observer tends toward
the oiposite avIreme anti consequently focuses more easily
on presentational strategies and techniques. To say colleague
observers are totally unqualified because they do not know
the discipline denies the validity of their long eAperience as
students and instructors. They know what it is like to take
courses outside one's academic area. This means they can
reminisce and project. "If I were a student in this course,
/ think that so many required millings 'timid dampen my
enthusiasm"( 1988, p. 2881.

\\Cimer, in qualifying that view, at least to a degree, contends:

hi some situations, 'haring observers from the same dis-
cipline/ dot's help When knoukdge of the content makes
a contribution to improvement efforts, it is knotelalge of

material from a general rather than specific perspectire.
. The way content is -shaped and ordered" by the various
disciplines does have instructional implications. and col
league understanding of those content configurations can
contribute to certain kinds of instructional decisions ( 1990.
p. 1 Its ).

There may he pra::tical reasons as well tin' having outside
observers. :IN \ \eimer notes:

Pairing faculty across departments reduces anxiety and
helps to ensure that the focus is on teaching processes as
opposed to content. Confidentiality is also easier to protect
if the colleague is from across campus. not just down the
ball .1Ioivoer. not knowing the content encourages the col
league to vieu the /mime-lion from Alt Ivry iniporlaill slut
dent MI:spec:MI'. "lion' would I be responding if I were
requiml to take this clacs?11"hen was I clear/confused
about the content When did I .find my attention awning?"
(1990, p 119 )

!'sing observers from different academic disciplines may also
eliminate. or :a least reduce. potential conflicts of interest aril
ing from having the same faculty involved in hoth summative
and formative evaluation. It might also he pt)ssible to have
lower level courses observed bv colleagues from different
fields of study and upper level courses by fitc..ulty from the

In order to be
reliable and
vali4 the
number of
classroom
observations
must be
sufficient to
assure that an
instructor's
OPical
teaching has
been sampled.
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same discipline.
When evaluation is conducted for the purpose of instruc-

tional improvement, Weimer, Kems. and Parrett recommend:

If the colleague observer is to acquire data related to course
content, its propriety, currency, level of complexity, etc., then
the observer must be familiar with the content. If the interest
is more presentational, instructor enthusiasm, organisation,
impartiality, etc., then the peer observer must be trained in
observational techniques but familiarity with the content
is not required (1988, p. 288).

We take essentially the same view, finding it consistent, for
the most part, with Shulman's "knowledge and teaching" con-
struct (1987). We recommend, then, that reviewers come from
different disciplines when faculty seek to improve presen-
tational skills, but from the same or a closely related discipline
when faculty want to strengthen aspects of teaching related
to course content. Despite a certain surface attractiveness for,
and perhaps expediency of, routinely selecting peer observers
from nonrelated fields of study, we believe that the vast major-
ity of critical teaching incidents are interdependently content-
and context-bound, requiring analysis from and the assistance
of colleagues with considerable expertise in the field of study.
To work successfully, we caution, such an arrangement man-
dates "good faith" efforts from participants. We are confident
that faculty can, and will, work in a spirit of magnanimity to
improve each other's teaching and to elevate the role of
instruction to its rightful lofty position in the academy.

Procedures
Two other, related procedural issues should be considered.
The first is how often colleagues should visit another faculty
.member's class. The second is how long a collaborative rela-
tionship should continue.

In order to be reliable and valid, the number of classroom
observations must be sufficient to assure that an instructor's
typical teaching has been sampled (Braskamp 1978; Centra
1975). In practice, the number of visits has ranged from two
per semester (Bell, Dobson, and Gram 1977; Sweeney and
Grasha 1979) to weekly (Katz and Henry 1988) to every class
meeting (Elbow 1980; Rorschach and Whitney 1986; Shatzky
and Silberman 1986).
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In practice, nearly all successful collaborative relationships
have continued over a period of at least a semester. Katz and
Henry, however, suggest that:

It is desirable for the two colleagues to work together for at
least two semesters because the effect is cumulative, and
frequently it snowballs. In our experience a third semester
of work has proved especially beneficial because, with the
interval of a summer, thoughts and attitudes consolidate.
In our experience, when we walked into the class of a col-
league with whom we had worked for two previous semes-
ters, we were struck by the feeling of good will and enthu-
siasm that the new group of students exuded, a consequence
of the different approach that the professor had developed
during the past year's work (1988, pp. 15-16).

Limitations and criticism
Despite general support for formative peer observation,
detractors contend that there are limits to what can he
observed and that there are several potential threats to its reli-
ability and validity. Wood (1977, 1978) describes ways in
which the process can be biased:

1. Association (faculty who have close professional and/or
personal associations are more likely to rate each other
higher than those with whom they are associated less
frequently);

2. Visibility ( faculty whose offices are located near the central
office are more likely to he rated higher than those whose
offices are located in more remote areas);

3. Lack of independence between ratings for teaching and
research (faculty who are rated high on research also are
likely to be rated high on teaching);
Lack of independence between ratings for teaching and
service (teachers who are rated high on service also are
likely to he rated high on teaching);

5. Lack of independence between ratings for teaching and
the number of credit hours taught (faculty who teach
heavier class loads are more likely to he rated higher than
those who teach lighter loads);

6. Lick of independence between ratings for teaching and
number of graduate courses taught (faculty who teach
larger numbers of graduate courses are more likely to he
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rated higher than those who teach fewer graduate
courses);

7. Faculty who teach elective courses are more likely to he
rated higher than those who teach required courses; and

8. lack of independence between academic rank and ratings
for teaching (faculty who are at the higher professorial
ranks are likely to he rated higher on teaching than those
at lower ranks).

Centra has identified other potential threats to the reliability
and validity of peer observation, noting that it has low inter-
rater reliability, that faculty are more generous in their ratings
than students, and that attaining a large-enough sample of
classroom behaviors in order to make accurate generalizations
may he prohibitively time-consuming (1975). While conclud-
ing that these problems are difficult though not insurmount-
able, Centra cautions that these factors should he carefully
considered before peer observation is put into place.

Most of the concerns and criticisms of Bergman (1979,
1980), Centra (1975). and Wood (197', 1978) regarding the
reliability and validity of peer observation are made with
respect to summative evaluation. Nevertheless, some of their
concerns also are applicable to formative evaluation. While
some have said such concerns are less important in formative
evaluation than in summative, we would argue that regardless
of the purpose, evaluators must strive to provide information
that is accurate, fair (free of prejudice and or ulterior motive),
and, if possible, helpful to faculty in improving their teaching.
But because faculty are not in complete agreement about
"effective teaching." assessment may appear inaccurate.
biased, or too subjective to faculty.

Because of honest differences of opinion on some tough
epistemological issues, not because evaluators are incompe-
tent, biased, or mean-spirited, reliability coefficients may he
lower than hoped. As a reviewer of this report succinctly put
it, "The bulwark of successful (formative] peer evaluation is
an underlying commitment to building a culture of teaching,
a collegial, mutually supportive, exploratory community inter
ested in the teaching 'learning dynamic," one prizing candid,
free. and honest discussion and debate of epistemological
issues affecting teaching, learning, and assessment.

Direct classroom observation has been fashioned in a va
riety of ways at colleges and universities where it has been
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employed, but it is not the only method of peer evaluation
that has been used. These other methods include class video-
taping, course-material evaluating, and assessing instructor
evaluations of the academic work of students.

Videotaping of Classes
Compared with the volume of literature on classroom obser-
vation, relatively little attention has been paid to how video-
taping can contribute to instructional improvement. Never-
theless, its advocates tell us what can be accomplished by
video playback.'feedback, how to implement videotaping pro-
grams. and how to deal with its potential dangers.

Objectives
To many students of faculty evaluation, videotaping of classes
is seen as an alternaft .; to classroom observation. In some
respects, it is, since videotaping also can provide useful infor-

mation about what is occurring in a classroom and suggest
ways in which instruction might be improved.

Justifying the use of video playback feedback in formative
evaluation is more compelling, however, when it can be
shown that it should he employed in addition to classroom
observation. That argument is made persuasively by Perlberp,:

The unique qualifies of video playback, and in particular
its authenticity and high reliability, make it a powerful
mediator in its own right and an important "helper" to all
other feedback sources. /When a teacher has difficulty
accepting feedback from students, peers, administrators,
or teaching consultants], video recordings, giving both audio
and video feedback, could validate feedback from !diesel
other sources. Wh. t all sources of feedback correlate, the
person is faced with "reality in its nakedness." which is dif-
ficult to deny ( pp. 656 57 ).

Lichty and Peterson also note that videotaping can provide
int-ormati(m that is difficult to obtain using other methods:

Since the video tapes are a permanent record of the faculty
member's teaching performance, this technique of peer era
/nation provides sweral added dimensions to the measuring
of teaching effectiveness. First, the strong points of each
teacher's technique can be visualized and disseminated both
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to the department and interested outside observers. No
longer will good teaching techniques die after delivery.
Second, the weak points of each teacher's techniques may
be systematically reviewed and studied for future correc-
tion. Third, a teacher may compare past video tapes for
signs of improvement or decay in his or her classroom
manner (1979, p. 5).

A number of scholars have commented more specifically on
what informed peers could look for as they view tapes of
classroom teaching. Dressel observes that it might be used
to illustrate "weaknesses in delivery, in expression, in empha-
sis, and in attention to studentsall of which can be
improved" (1976, p. 351). Smith and others add that in addi-
tion to weaknesses in presentation, videotaping can provide
useful clues to student responses to what was presented
(1988).

Craig, Redfield, and Galluzzo envision an even greater role
for videotaping (1986). They recommend that it be used in
"stimulated recall interviews," self-reports in which a video-
tape of a class is played and stopped periodically for students
to report what they thought about and how they reacted to
specific incidents at strategic points during the class session.
The same thinkers suggest that peers are well-qualified to
assist a colleague in interpreting the information provided
by the stimulated recall interview. It should he emphasized,
though, that "interviews with students should be construed
as the teacher's inquiry into how learning comes about, rather
than assessments of the goodness or badness of the course
or the teacher. Interview questions should incorporate sug-
gestions from the teacher, and the teacher should conduct
at least some of the interviews" (Menges 1991, p. 34).

Procedures
Five practical issues which almost certainly will affect the suc
cess of videotaping of classes in relation to teaching improve-
ment need to be considered. These issues are: how to get
teachers to participate, how long a playback/feedback session
should last, how much time should elapse between taping
and playback/feedback, what type of participant training
should be provided, and how many tapings of a class will be
required to determine typical teaching.

Studies by Britt (1982) and Keig (1991) have shown that
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faculty are much less inclined to take part in videotaping than
in other methods of evaluation. Indeed, as Perlherg notes,
for teaching consultants, "the major problem is how to mot
ivate faculty to he involved in intense experiential teacher-

training programs. including (videotaping), which are per-

ceived as stressful experiences." Perlherg recommends that
the initial appeal for participation should he made to panic
ularly conscientious teachers who want to improve their teach-

ing and perhaps also to those with a "natural curiosity to see
themselves as others see them" (1983, p. 657).

Longer playback feedback sessions seem to he more effec-

tive than shorter ones. Most effective of all are sessions lasting

40 minutes or longer. Sessions lasting 30 minutes or more
are more effective in affecting change than those lasting 20
minutes or less (Perlherg 1983).

Perlherg recommends that a professor look at the videotape

of his or her performance on two different occasions (1983).

A partial viewing, according to Perlherg, should occur imme-
diately following the taping and should he "aimed at reducing

stress and anxiety through reinforcement of the positive con-
tent, and focusing on points for further contemplation"
(n. 648 ). The second, more extensive and intensive, playback;
feedback session "will thus be free of many of the stresses
following the recording. Having a preliminary [playback] also

provides the consultant and the [professor] with time for con
temptation and perspective" (p. 648).

Perlherg insists that participants must he trained in how

to transmit findings to colleagues. He states that "one cannot
emphasize too strongly the importance of receiving the neces-

sary consultancy skills for effective use of [video playback
feedback] in higher education" (p. 658).

The number of classes that should he videotaped is a ques

tion raised in the literature but not actually answered (1983 ).

Too few tailings would surely limit the representativeness of
the teaching sample and its accuracy. This issue is addressed

more fully in the section on disincentives.

Model
McDaniel's three stage model of formative evaluation of teach

ing includes a prominent role fur video playback feedback.

Its three stages involve having faculty establish standards of
effective teaching: evaluate videotapes of their teaching, with

the help of a teaching consultant, against the teaching stan
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dards; and view tapes of successful teaching of other partic-
ipants and "discuss how the episodes illustrate the teaching
behaviors they previously identified" (1987, p. 99).

Potential dangers and caveats
The self-confrontational nature of viewing tapes of and receiv-
ing feedback from one's teaching either can be helpful in
improving performance or a debilitating experience. The
manner in which a videotape is presented to a teacher may
determine how praise and /or constructive criticism are
received. Nearly all writers on videotaping comment on the
potential dangers of this self-confrontation (Brandenburg,
Braskamp, and Ory 1979; Braskamp 1978; Brock 1981; Craig,
Redfield, and Galluzzo 1986; Dressel, 1976; Fuller and Man-
ning 1973; Perlberg 1983; Seldin 1984; Smith et al 1988).
Brandenburg, Braskamp, and Ory express well the sentiments
of many writers when they say that findings from videotapes
are "especially personal and descriptive; viewing a videotape
with a colleague is preferable to only the instructor viewing
it because the colleague can share his/her insights, can pro-
vide support in this confrontational experience, and suggest
improvements and changes" (1979, p. 12).

However, the self-confrontational nature of video playback/
feedback is a salient strength as well as a potential danger.
Without it, little of value can he accomplished. Perlberg
explains how much of the potential benefit of videotaping
can be lost if self-confrontation is not judiciously exploited
by program participants and peer reviewer(s):

Knowing that frideo playback/feedbackJ could be trry
stressful and at times even harmful, They choose the easy
uvy outusing [videotaping! in a superficial uray, which
minimizes arousal and stress. The client tries to avoid dis
cowry or admission of discrepancies. The consultant col-
ludes in the defense in order to atvid arousing or panicking
the client. The video is used mainly as a mirror for observing
external cosmetic phenomena, or other behavior,
rather than for focusing on the basic issues at stake Thus,
the most powerful available technique for changing behar
for is wasted (1983, p. 658).

Yet, as Brink() admonishes:

l'ideo feedback is not for etoyone. In malty instances it
can he a useful tool: in other cases it can be a threatening
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and stressful mperience, actually inhibiting performance
or ('en increasing those behaviors which are desired to be
emir:gin:shed This same reasoning can he applied to all
methods of feedback: the literature on individual differ-
ences makes clear that a wide range of perceptions and
preferences exist among people in their reactions to feed-
back and in their learning stiles. Thus, different modes of
feedback will be more informative, meaningful, and rele-
',ant than other modes to different individuals ( 1993, p.

582).

While intrusive and, to some faculty, threatening, videotaping
can he a powerfu' tool for effecting changes in teaching
behaviors. Trusted colleagues, trained in consultative skills.

can help each other use video playback feedback, in conjunc-
tion with other methods of evaluation, to improve their

teaching.
Direct classroom observation and videotaping of classes

are appropriate for assessing what occurs when a teacher and
his or her students interact. We turn now to three methods
designed to critique pre-interactive and post-interactive teach-

ing events.

Evaluation of Course Materials
Students of faculty evaluation generally agree that informed

peers are ideally suited to assess colleagues' course materials.
Menges, in fact, claims that no one is better able than a col
league to make knowledgeable comments about the accuracy
and currency of teacher materials" (1987, p. 86). But scholars
also note that few colleges and universities have integrated
this method into the evaluation process (Cohen and McKea
chic 1980; Seldin 1984, 1993c; Weimer 1990). Moreover, a
review of the literature reveals that considerably less attention
has been paid to evaluation of course materials than to either
classroom evaluation or videotaping of classes.

It is not altogether clear why evaluation of course materials
has been neglected in practice. although some scholars spec
ulate. Seldin, for example, suggests that its limited use may
he merely one of oversight ( 198.1). Centra offers three more
substantive reasons: Course materials are so personal and sub
jective that faculty members are nut willing to open the mate
rials to the same close scrutiny that they give colleagues in
review of Manuscripts for publication; the time required to
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review course materials can he better spent on research where
the extrinsic rewards are usually greater; and it is not worth
the time because course materials are read "only" by students,
while published research is there for everyone to read and
evaluate ( 1986).

Nevertheless, one academic "is convinced that a great deal
of unacknowledged brilliance resides in our colleagues' class-
room strategies, in their syllabi, in their paper and examina-
tion topics, and in their paper gradingat all levels of instruc-
tion' (Miller 1990, p. 53) This assertion suggests that college
teaching could he improved if peer review of course materials
and assessment of instructor evaluation of students' academic
work were a more common practice. At this point in the
report, we look at what might be accomplished by peer
review of cor-x materials, what materials could be 2xamincd,
how this method of evaluation might be implemented, and
what the limitations of this method are.

Objectives
McCarthey and Peterson not only explain, in broad terms,
what might be accomplished by peer review of course mate-
rials but also suggest, somewhat more subtly, why assessment
of course materials should he combined with other methods
of peer evaluation if the full range of teachers' competencies
is to be ascertained. They write:

Teacher materials yield factual and objective data for peers
to judge. These materials provide an overview of the cur
riculum taught, information about teaching strategies, and
details about assignments given. Materials can indicate 4pes
of communication with students . . . and peers, the kind
of management system used, and resources provided to stu.
dents. Peer ret,iew of materials guys teachers the opportunity
to demonstrate excellence through the content and activities
of the classroom, and to reflect teacher individuality. Fivalht
there is a plausible logical connection between quality mate
erase and quality cla&sroom performance for many, but not
all, teachers( 1988, p. 2611.

Process
Several scholars have identified competencies faculty should
haxe in course planning, instructional design, and test prep
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aration that could be assessed by peer review of course mate-

rials (Aleamoni 1981, 1984; Brandenburg, Braskamp, and Ory
1979; Braskamp 1978; Cancel li 1987; Centra 1986; Cohen and
McKeachie 1980; Dienst 1981; Eckert 1950; McCarthey and

Peterson 1988; Scriven 1980, 1983, 1985; Se!din 1984; Smith

1985; Smith et al. 1988; Weimer 1990). Figure 5 is a compi-

lation of the work of these scholars. In the figure, the cate-

gories are organized by the medium from which information
could be obtained. In some instances, these competencies
could be placed under more than one heading. In other
instances, the competencies may be appropriate for some aca-

demic disciplines but not for others.

FIGURE 5

Guide to Evaluation of Course Materials

Syllabus
Instructor demonstrates command of course content
The breadth and depth of course content are appropriate
Emphasis and time given to each major topic is appropriate
The course content is an adequate prerequisite to other courses
Course objectives are specific enough to constitute a really useful

guide in selecting and organizing class activities
Content is organized logically, in a way that seems meaningful to

students at this level of preparation
The sequence of topics to be covered is appropriate
Difficulty level of the course is appropriate for its curricular level

and for the students enrolled
Goals and objectives are stated clearly
Course goals and objectives are in line with department and or col

lege goals and objectives
Syllabus helps orient students to their learning tasks

Method(s) of instruction is/are suitable for coursegoals and

objectives
Student work requirements for the course are appropriate
Standards used for grading are communicated clearly to students

Syllabus is revised periodically to reflect recent scholarship, changing

student needs, more sophisticated thinking about the teaching

of the course, etc.
Content duplicates does not duplicate that of other course(s)

Readings and Other Learning Aclivities
The work of recognized authorities in the field is included in

readings
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Basic concepts of the content area are covered in readings and/or
other learning activities

Readings reflect discriminating choice of books and/or journal
articles

Content is up-to-date; instructional materials include recent devel-
opments in content

Readings are appropriate for the level of the course
Reading assignments require an appropriate amount of time and

effort to complete
Course materials challenge and stimulate students intellectually
Handouts and other learning aids are suitable adjuncts to primary

instructional materials
Media materials (e.g , films, videotapes, audiotapes, multimedia, com-

puter programs) are used in appropriate ways
Community resources are used appropriately to supplement class

presentations and other learning activities

Tests, Papers, Projects, Presentations, and Other Assigned Academic
Wbrk

Test content is representative of the content of the unit under study
(test exhibits content validity)

Test items are clear and well-written
Tests require appropriate lower-level and higher-level cognitive skills
Criteria for the grading of tests (and other assignments) are approp-

riate and clearly communicated to students
Tests are reasonable in length and difficulty
Assigned academic work is appropriate to course level
Students apply principles learned from class presentations and read-

ings in papers, projects, presentations, and other assigned aca
demic work and on tests

Assigned academic work can be tailored to meet individual student
needs and interests

Assigned academic work requires reasonable time and effort to
complete

In virtually all of his writings on faculty evaluation, Scriven
emphasizes the need for teachers to he assessed on their
knowledge of course content. He says, for example, that:

There must be careful examination of the quality and pro-
fessionaliry of content and process: the three qualities here
are currency, correctness, and comprehensiveness. Ratings
must he made on the basis of a sample of I) the materials
provided, 2) the texts required and recommended, 3) the
exams, 4) the term paper topics, 5) the student performan
ces on the preceding 6) the instructor's performance in
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grading student work, 7) the instructor's performance in
justifying the grade and providing otherhelpful feedback

(Scriven 1980, p. 13).

While not a strong advocate of peer evaluation in general,

Scriven concedes that evaluation of course materials "is the

one place where peer evaluation of a limited kind is appro-
priate" (1980, p. 13). At least some of the content knowledge
listed above is surely among that informed peers could assess.

Procedures
Smith and others recommend that the procedure for assessing
course materials he similar to that described for direct class-

room observation (1988). They suggest having a panel of col-

leagues: independently evaluate a range of the teacher's

course materials (syllabus, textbook(s), reading list, tests,

etc.), based on predetermined criteria (e.g., currency, rele-

vancy, accreditation standards); meet to discuss their findings
and, if necessary, to arrive at some degree of consensus; meet

with the course instructor to discuss the findings, clarify infor-
mation, and provide feedback; and write a summary report

of findings and recommendations. After the process is com-
pleted, the course instructor is asked to consider the findings

and then either plan for and implement changes or explain
his or her decision not to do so.

Limitations
There are limitations, however, to what can be learned from

evaluation of course materials, particularly when such review

is conducted independently of other methods of evaluation.
McCarthev and Peterson note that:

Even when peer evaluation does not involve classroom visits,

but is restricted to a review of materials, there are signif-
icant reservations. Not all teachers are effective through their

materials; some excellent teachers work with spartan pro-

visions. The time cost of materials assembly may not be jus-

tified by the increase in information provided. Some
teachers seriously object to peer review, while the connection

between peer review and teacher quality is not always

direct Peer review is intermediate in expense relative to

other data sources: student surveys, for example, cost less

money and time. Mere collections of good materials have
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little direct relation to quality implementation, interactions
with students, and creativity in presentation (1988, p. 261).

Faculty colleagues are in a better position than students,
administrators, and teaching consultants to evaluate course
materials. Informed peers can help colleagues look at these
materials in context of objectives, presentation, and outcomes.
Peer evaluation of such materials, used in conjunction with
other methods of evaluation, including the one we look at
next, has the potential to improve teaching and student
learning.

Assessment of Instructor Evaluations of the Academic
Work of Students
Assessment of instructor evaluations of the academic work
of students is, in one sense, a dimension of evaluation of
course materials. In another sense, it is considerably different
because its focus is on a kind of teacher performance occur-
ring, in large part, following delivery of instruction rather than
in course planning or at times when students and a teacher
are interacting. Since the two methods of evaluation may have
different impacts on students, evaluation of instructor-graded
student assignments is treated in its own right here.

Like evaluation of course materials, assessment of instructor
evaluations of students' academic work has only occasionally
been employed in higher education (Seldin 1984, 1993c).

And even where these methods are addressed in the literature,
disentangling information about them often is difficult. That
problem notwithstanding, we look at what might be accomp-
lished by assessment of instructor evaluations of the academic
work of students, at what might be examined, at how it could
he implemented, and at some of its limitations.

Objectives
Thoughtful comments concerning an instructor's responsi-
bilities in facilitating student learning, in a sense a rationale
for including peer review of instructor-graded student assign-
ments as part of the process of evaluation, have been artic-
ulated by Dressel.

fit is an instructor's responsibility! to provide the student
with satisfaction through a sense of progress. The respon-
sibility requires pointing out to the student both successes
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and deficiencies . . . Evaluation for feedback and moti-
vation is an essential component ofgood teaching [Little
can! replace the personal commendation of an admired
teacher. Praise or the regard of others is a potent motivator.

[Yet] an indispensable aspect of learning is the recognition

and admission of error, combined with the ability to profit
from error. Failure must come to be regarded as a chal-

lenge, not as a disabling or uncorrectable event which

impedes further progress (1976, p. 343).

Dressel implies that a teacher's feedback to students requires

a balance between praise and constructive criticism, a point

not easily achieved. The academic work of students includes
an array of activities depending on their fields of study: tests,

papers, book reviews, projects, presentations, performances,
laboratory and studio work, field work, and homework. All

of these present opportunities for teachers to give relevant

information to students about their academic performance,
opportunities that are not always used to full advantage.
McKeachie, for example, observes that teachers too rarely

exploit the potential of tests in providing meaningful feedback

to students and suggests that if faculty colleagues were to
review graded tests (and other assignments), they could assist

each other in providing accurate and appropriate feedback

to students (1986).
Bryant also provides grist for peer review of instructor eval-

uations of students' academic work:

The real proof of a teacher's competence is how much his
students learn and what the teacher expects of them. Accord-

ingly, the examinations given by a professor should be scru-

tinized . . and his students' papers should be read [by col-

leagues] carefully. if a professor obtains a high level of

performance from his students, he may be an effective

teacher, whether his students consider him a good buddy

or not. Admittedly; . . evaluations would have to be made
with intelligence, but one hopes there is still some of that

quality at in our universities (1967, p. 329).

Feedback need not he confined to written comments. A con

ference in which an instructor candidly and tactfully discusses

the strengths and weaknesses of an assignment with a student
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is another. Still another means is through audiotape, as Katz
and Henry describe:

One prorPs,sor . began his course with the practice, con-
tinue:.; throughout the semester, of dictating his responses
to the written work of his students on a tape. (Each student
provided a tape for repeated dictations). This practice not
only allowed for a more personal and relaxed commun
kaftanstudents commented favorably on the tape. tibia,
alu'ays started out "Dearlim" or 'Dear, ane"but also
eschewed the usually greater finality of written comments
(1988, p. 161.

Faculty need to develop skills in giving feedback to students
and to seize opportunities for offering it in appropriate ways.

Process
A number of scholars attempt to explain with some specificity
what peer reviewers should look for when they read instruc-
tors' evaluations of the academic work of students (Braskamp
1978: I)ienst 1981: Scriven 1980; Seldin 198.4). A compilation
of their suggestions as well as some of our own ideas are pro
vided as Figure 6. (We are indebted to Scriven 119801 for
items appearing under the first entry.)

In insisting that more attention he given to the way in
which faculty prepare and grade tests, Scriven states:

There are professionally required standards here, with which
virtually no faculty member at universities hate the slightest
familiarity. its a remedy for this administrators should
request that as a normal part of the process of Talking about
self improvement, the instructor fills out a form indicating
boil papers are in fact graded (1980. p. 151.

Faculty whose knowledge on these matters is deficient or
limited should he referred to colleagues with expertise in
tests and measurements.

Procedures
A procedure similar to the one proposed by Smith and others
for peer evaluation of course materials could also he em
played for assessment of instructor evaluations of students'
academic work ( 1)88 ). The procedure might involve having
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FIGURE 6

Guide to Assessment of Instructor Evaluations of
the Academic Work of Students

Tests
Tests are graded in a fair and consistent matter:

-blind- (protecting the anonymity of students when papers are
graded)
question by question, rather than test by test (to avoid the -halo

effect" resulting from having read a particularly good, or bad. first

answer of a student just bet-ire reading another answer)
the first few graded answers are read again after reading all answers
(to see if grading standards have gone up or down )
papers are shuffled after reading answers to each question (so that
students fare equally in the teacher's initial optimism or fatigue

as answers are read)
Response.; indicate that students use higher order. as well as lower

level, thinking
Teacher provides constructive feedback to students
Teacher uses a variety of means ( oral as well as written) to provide

feedback to students
Standards used for grading are communicated to and understood

by students
Tests are graded and returned promptly to students

Papow. Prgjects. Presenkilfims. and Other iliadvinic Mole

All assignments are evaluated in a fair and consistent manner
Academic work submitted by students for evaluation indicates that

students employ higher level. as well as lower level, thinking
Teacher provides constructive feedback to students on all acadenUi

work submitted for evaluation
Teacher employs a variety of means written and oral in providing

feedback to students
Standards used fur evaluating different forms of academic work are

clearly communicated to and understood by students
Assignments are graded and returned promptly to students
Assignments submitted by students are (if acceptable ( (ir better )

quality

a panel of colleagues: independently evaluate a representative
sample of students' course Work, assessing the grading of the

ork and the quality of the feedback students received; meet

to discuss the findings and to make tentative recommenda
dons: meet with the course instructor to share and clarify
infiirmation and to present findings and recommendations:
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and write a summary report of the review. Following the
meeting with the panel, the course instructor would be given
an opportunity to respond to the report, agreeing to imple-
ment changes or explaining a decision not to do so.

Limitations

When colleagues are called upon to assess instructor evalua-
tions of the academic work of students, they may be tempted
to evaluate student learning rather than to critique the appro-
priateness of the grading of the student work and the instruc-
tor's feedback to students. Therein lies a potential problem.

Scholars warn that assessing student achievement on the
basis of instructor-graded student assignments (or even stand-
ardized tests), be it by colleagues or administrators, involves
difficult psychometric problems. In this regard, Centra con-
cludes that "there is at this time no evidence that these assess-
ments will be valid or reliable" (1986, p. 4). The same author
notes that this kind of evaluation is especially problematical,
because variables besides teaching affect student learning.
In expanding on and clarifying that argument, Menges
explains:

Some argue that changes in students constitute the infor-
mation of greatest relevance for teaching improvements.
Examinations, papers, lab reports, and other graded work
are undoubtedly informative, as is information about stu-
dents' study habits and their scores on standardized tests.
The major problems with using information about learning
to improve teaching are that graded work is an incomplete
representation of intended learning outcomes, it is difficult
to connect particular features of teaching with specific
learning outcomes, and some important influences on
learning are beyond the teacher's control(1991, p. 30).

Cohen and McKeachie take a slightly different, though still
cautious, view (1980). They conclude that "colleagues, who
have a sense of typical student performance, are in the best
position to judge the instructional impact on students. As of
now, though, such judgments are qualitative in nature and
can be best used for supplementing other data" (p. 151).

The temptation to place too much emphasis on student
outcomes can he avoided in large part by limiting assessment
of instructor evaluations of the academic work of students
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to how well teachers grade their students' work and to the
quality of feedback students receive. Another way to reduce

the likelihood that one aspect of the procedure will he over-

emphasized is to employ a variety of methods and several

data-providing constituencies in the formative evaluation

process.
The potential of assessment of instructor-evaluations of the

academic work of students is, in many respects, an unexplored

area in the formative evaluation of teaching. It is possible that

it may have a more significant place in the future, especially

if faculty are encouraged to develop teaching portfolios as

part of a process to improve teaching.

Teaching Portfolios
Teaching portfolios are collections of materials assembled

by faculty members to document what and how they teach

and to explain why they teach as they do. Seldin suggests that

a teaching portfolio is a means by which faculty "display their
teaching accomplishments for examination by others. And,

in the process, [portfolios] contribute both to solid personnel
decisions and to the professional development of individual
fitculty members" (1991, p. 3).

When assembled for the purpose of fOrmative evaluation,

Edgerton, Hutchings, and Quinlan observe:

Portfolios invite faculty participation in the examination
of one another's teaching !emphasis theirs!. Faculty can
work collaboratively in constructing their portfolios, they

can atso use portfolios as aindows to view and share per-
spectit,es on one another's teaching. Such collaboration is
almost certain to be powerful when the aim is to improve

teaching (emphasis ours! ( 1991. p. 3).

In compiling a portfolio, faculty usually include "artifacts of

teaching" such as course syllabi, reading lists, tests, and the

daily work, papers, and laboratory exercises of their students.

They also may include "reproductions and representations

of what happened"--videotapes, photographs, diaries, jour-

nals, and the student evaluations of their courses (Edgerton,
Hutchings, and Quinlan 1991, p. 7). The 1986 publication,

The Teaching Dossier, of the Canadian Association oft !niver-
sity Teachers, lists 49 "possible items for inclusion" under
the headings "The Products of Good Teaching," "Material from
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Oneself," and "Information from Others."
Compiling the materials is only part of assembling a port-

folio. An equally important part is the reflection on, or self-
assessment of, the materials included. As they reflect on the
materials included, faculty may comment on what worked
well, what wasn't as successful, what might be tried as alter-
natives, and what might be modified or discarded. At this
point in the process, the focus is on why and how, not on
what.

The portfolio process has much to commend itit can be
comprehensive, can reflect individual uniquenesses, and can
involve peers in discussion about this central aspect of their
work. Of course, the use of portfolios is not without problems.
Shulman captures this tension when he suggests that
portfolios:

are mesq to construct, cumbersome to store, difficult to
score, and vulnerable to misrepresentation. But in ways that
no other assessment method can, portfolios provide a con-
nection to the contexts and personal histories that charac-
terize real teaching and make it possible to document the
unfolding of both teaching and learning over time (1988,
p. 36).

It is important not to gloss over the barriers that exist to the
effective use of this technique. Initial acceptance of and com-
mitment to this process by a faculty is a major potential obsta
cle. There is no (if -ubt that it can be time-consuming for both
the person assembling and those who are reviewing it. The
criteria for evaluation can vary. And perhaps most troubling
in that our primary concern is formative evaluation, it can be
difficult to maintain the separation between formative (devel-
opmentalfor teaching improvement) and summative (for
personnel decisions) evaluation. Once a portfolio is
assembled and assessed, the result of the process is at least
in the collective mind of those peers involved; it also may
become a historical artifact in a file, unless stipulated other-
wise in the guidelines for the process.

At the same time, it should be noted that multiple examples
of successful implementations exist. Anderson profiles 29 such
examples in Campus 'se of the Teaching Portfolio (1993).
One example comes from Gordon College in Wenham, Mass.,
where a portfolio-like process has been used in the tenure

7'0

84



and promotion decisions for a number of years. This has made
the transition to a faculty-development portfolio process easier
than in other places without such a history. Starting on a small
scale in 1992 with four faculty, three-quarters of the faculty
now voluntarily participate in a portfolio-development
process.

The key element in the portfolio, in addition to syllabi and
reflection on their work, is the piece on "lessons learned"
at Gordon College. The compiled portfolio is reviewed by
a faculty-development committee and the academic dean.
who gives one-on-one qualitative feedback. Faculty partic-
ipating report satisfaction, noting growth in this aspect of their
professional lives. Gordon College's experience suggests that
new efforts start on a small scale, with voluntary participation,
and, ideally, involve well-respected teachers as mentors in
the process.

The objective of peer review of teaching portfolios, peer
evaluation of course materials, and peer assessment of instruc-
tor evaluations of the academic work ofstudents is essentially
the same: better teaching. The differences among them lie
in how this objective is to be accomplished.

Our primary intent in discussing the teaching portfolio has
been to draw parallels between it and the evaluation of course
materials and the assessment of instructor evaluations of the
academic work of students. We have not attempted to explain
fully the potential and limitations of portfolios, since the topic
has been treated extensively in several recent publications
(e.g., Anderson 1993; Centra 1993; Edgerton, Hutchings, and
Quinlan 1991; Hutchings 1993; Seldin 1991, 1993b; and
others).

Important as classroom observation, video playback/feed-
back, evaluation of course materials, assessment of instructor
evaluations of students' academic work, and analysis of teach-
ing portfolios are in formative peer evaluation of teaching,
they are but five available methods. Other methods that could
he used are those in which the input of faculty and students
are combined. These include course instructor and faculty
colleague interviews of individual students and/or groups
of students and stimulated recall interviews in which students
describe and reflect on specific events that t)curred during
a class session.

The methods described in this section present viable oppor
tunities for improving college teaching. While each of them

The compiled
portfolio is
reviewed by
a faculty-
development
committee and
the academic
dean, who
gives one-on-
one qualitative
feedback
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can be used by itself, a combination of these methodsa
comprehensive approach--is more desirable if the full range
of teacher competencies is to be critiqued. To have credibility
with faculty, this comprehensiveness may be indispensable.

In the following section, we look at a number of program
examples. While none of them is comprehensive, at least in
the sense described in this report, we recommend that readers
study all of them carefully, for each has worthy elements and
each has enjoyed success at least on one college or university
campus.
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FORMATIVE PEER EVALUATION PROGRAM EXAMPLES

The methods of formative peer evaluation discussed thus tar
have been put into place at relatively few colleges and uni-
versities. Surprisingly, no full comprehensive programs, as
we envision them, have been identified. While some are
broader in scope than others, most rely heavily, or even
entirely. on one method, usually direct classroom observation.
However, the push to have faculty develop teaching portfolios,
and interest in instructional improvement in general, may
indicate that more inclusive programs are in the offing.

In this section, we look first at single-institution formative
peer evaluation programs. Since fully comprehensive pro-
grams have yet to he put in place, we organize our discussion
of these programs around the method employed most prom-
inently: direct classroom observation, videotaping of classes,
and evaluation of course materials and of instructor assess
ment of students' academic work. Second, we describe two
multi-institution programs. Third, we assess the strengths and
weaknesses of the programs described. Fourth, we look at
their common elements. Finally, we explain how formative
peer review programs have traditionally been evaluated and
suggest how this process might he improved.

Single-Institution Programs
Direct classroom observation
Formative peer observation programs have I teen described
more often than other methods. Peer review of this type has
been developed at California State University, Sacramento
(Stoner and Martin 1993), Evergreen State College (Elbow
1980, 1986), New York University (Rorschach and Whitney
1986), Texas Tech University (Skoog 1980). University of Bir-
mingham, England (Mathias and Rutherford 1982a, 1982b 1,
University of Cincinnati (Sweeney 1976: Sweeney and Grasha
1979), University of Kentucky (Cowen, Davis, and Bird 1976).
C'niversity of New York, Cortland (Statzkv and Silberman
1986), Universit,. of New York. Stony Brook ( Kitz and Henry
1988), and University of South Cantina (Bell, Dobson, and
Gram 197").

University of New York, Stony Brook.* At the University
of New lOrk, Stony Brook Matz and Henry 1988). two pro

*We relei to this plogram as the t 'nnersity of New York. Molly fin )(11.. pro
Brun. but ralue that Kai and :lenry's study. ituided hy anti Ford 1.011n

dation grants. iincilc(.1 instructional imprmernent piojet ts at institutit ins
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lessors work together. one in the role of observed teacher
and the other as the observer, for at least a semester or, if pos
sible. for two or three consecutive semesters. Both of the pro
lessors regularly interview students about how and what they
are learning, and the professors meet frequently 10 discuss
what is occurring in the class and what they are learning from
the student interviews. Both professors and the students com-
plete the Omnibus Personality Inventory (OPI ), the results
of which are used t..) compare the professors' and students'
preferred 1?arning styles. At the end of each semester, both
professors write reports in which they reflect on what they
have learned about teaching and student learning. Instructor
evaluations of students' academic work can also be used to
provide information.

\Mile flexible in many respects, the process also has Ares
cribed elements. Ideally, as Katz and Henry point out:

The colleague visits the professor's class once a week (or
more often if desirable and if time permits), meets with the
professor once a week, and interrieu.s three students indi-
vidually The intemiews are desIgned to obtain as detailed
a picture as possible of what and how students learn. These
interviews provide the professor and his colleague with mans'
data on the basis of which to chart what is happening in
the classroom curd what learning the students are doing
( pp. 10 11 ).

The same six students are interviewed each week, three by
the observed professor and three by the observer. One stu
dent in each professor's group should have a learning style
(as indicated by the OPI ) similar to that of the observed pro
lessor, a second student a markedly different learning style,
and the third a learning style somewhere between the two
extremes. As Katz and Henry explain:

The prime objective of these inten.iet...s is to gain as detailed
a picture crs is possible of student learning in the course
under investigation. This includes eApluration of student
learning styles, the student's cognitive stage of development
and the student's interests, aspirations, personality, and
social c ircumstances because cull of these can cooperate wilt
or defeat learning in the course ( p. 12 ).
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Another approach for eliciting information about course con-
tent and its presentation is what Craig, Redfield, and Galluzzo
have called the stimulated recall interview. At Stony Brook,
the stimulated recall interview is used in conjunction with
classroom observation to:

inquire about the students' specific reactions to the class
session preceding the interview preferably a class the
observer has watched. Specific parts of that class may come
under special scrutiny and students may be asked to talk
in detail about what went through their mind, what they
thought and felt as a particularly salient event took place
the event being a teacher's presentation, other students' con-
tributions, an interchange, a perception of their own (1986,
p. 13).

According to Katz and Henry, the program requires four or
five hours of each professor's time per week. There are, how
ever, ways in which the program can be streamlined; includ-
ing making fewer classroom observations and conducting stu-
dent interviews less regularly, but, as the authors observe,
"there is less benefit if less time is spent- (p. 11).

University of Cincinnati. The program developed for the
University of Cincinnati and other colleges and universities
(Sweeney 1976; Sweeney and Grasha 1979) involves three
collaborating faculty members, each having classes observed
and each observing classes of the other team members. The
program has five phases: goal setting, a first team meeting,
classroom observation, subsequent team meetings, and pro-
gram evaluation.

In the goal-setting phase, each teacher lists his or her
instructional objectives for a class to he observed and indi-
cates how the objectives are related to course goals. At the
first meeting, team members discuss and clarify the objectives,
determine the focus of each observation and the procedures
by which data will he gathered and reported, and schedule
the first round of observations.

When the classroom visitations t)ccur, the observers corn
pile relevant information in areas specified by the classroom
teacher, using the methods and procedures that have been
agreed upon at the first team meeting. The peer review may
include methods besides classroom observation if the par-
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ticipants agree that other methods could provide useful
information.

At meetings where classroom observations are discussed,
"observers are asked to reconstruct the details of the session
observed to establish a common ground of discussion"
(Sweeney and Grasha 1979, p. 55). They point out positive
aspects of their colleague's teaching and offer suggestions
and possible alternatives in areas where they believe perfor-
mance could be improved. The observed teacher is encour-
aged to respond to the feedback by asking questions, seeking
clarification, and commenting on what occurred during the
class. After the discussion, the observed teacher :s asked to
develop strategies to improve specific aspects c teaching,
based on what he or she has learned from the observation
process and from self-assessment. Finally, another classroom
visit is scheduled.

After a team has completed a full round of visitations, the
participants meet to assess the process. At this session, they
attempt to identify their successes and failures and/or the par-
ticular interpersonal relationships which may have facilitated
or hampered the process. Following this phase, the entire
sequence of events is repeated.

Texas Tech University. In the true spirit of formative peer
review, the program at Texas Tech University (Skoog 1980)
"gives priority to data and suggestions that will enhance or
build on existing patterns of strength in the faculty member's
teaching repertoire" (p. 23). In practice, it is similar to the
University of Cincinnati program, though it has distinctive fea-
tures. The process is carried out by a team of players: the pro-
fessor who will he observed, a colleague who serves as team
leader, one to three additional faculty members, and, on occa-
sion, a graduate student.

The process has five stages: pre-observation conference,
observation, analysis and strategy session, post-observation
conference, and post conference analysis. At the pre-
observation conference:

relationships are shaped, information is shared, and goals
are set. . . . The obserree fel& the team about the session to
be observed its oblectives, ubat instructional modes will
he used, land! what the student rule trill be (p. 23).
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At this time, the observed professor and the team arrive at
consensus on the aspects of teaching that will be assessed
and the procedures that will be used to provide relevant data.
The procedures may include videotaping and student inter-
views as well as observation.

During the observation stage, the team visits the professor's
class, gathering the types of information agreed upon earlier.
Normally, observers spend from 15 to 20 minutes in the
classroom.

At the analysis and strategy session, where the observed
professor is not present, team members attempt to reconstruct
the events of the classroom visit. In determining its feedback
strategy, the team compares information provided by the
instructor at the pre-observation conference to what occurred
during the classroom visit, trying to describe, not judge, the
professor's teaching.

At the post-observation conference, the observed professor
and the team of observers meet to discuss events that
occurred at each stage of the process. As the team presents
its findings, the observed professor "should be involved in
asking questions and reacting to the team's observations and
suggestions" (p. 24).

In post-conference analysis, the process itself is assessed.
Of particular importance is evaluation of the effectiveness of
the strategies employed during the post-obsenration confer
ence, since that stage is vital to how the professor will use
the process to improve his or her teaching.

University of Kentucky College of Medicine. The Depart-
ment of Community Medicine of the University of Kentucky
College of Medicine's peer review program (Cowen, Davis,
and Bird 1976) is considerably different from most programs,
because content of a proposed course first was presented to
faculty observers rather than to students. There are two dis
tinct components of the program. The first, discussed here,
is limited to observation; the second, described later, includes
peer review of course materials as well as observation.

The peer observation component has, in effect, four stages:
a professor's presentation of proposed lectures to colleagues:
general discusslin, about and written peer evaluations of the
teaching; a professor's self-assessment, review of colleagues'
written comments, and revision of the proposed lectures; and
the professor's revised presentation to colleagues. In essence,
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course development becomes a more structured process, no
longer left entirely to the course instructor's discretion.

University of South Carolina. The formative peer evalua-
tion process at the University of South Carolina (Bell. Dobson,
and Gram 1977) has not only elements in common with most
programspre-observation, observation, post-observation
but also two somewhat different components. The program's
sequence of activities are: an orientation session involving
all program participants; a pre-observation conference
between observed professor and observer; two classroom
observations; post-observation conferences; and a debriefing
session.

The orientation session includes a general discussion
among participants on their expectations for the program.
the identification "of teaching styles or characteristics that may
distract from learning" (p. 16), the generation of suggestions
for managing classroom discussion. and evaluation of "general
communicability" of course content. The debriefing session,
again involving all participants, is essentially program eval-
uation, but can also include discussion of issues raised in the
orientation session.

Evergreen State College. The peer review program at Ever-
green State College (Elbow 1980) is different in many respects
from other programs. In some instances, the differences are
fundamental; in others, the differences are in emphasis. One
distinct difference is in the role played by the observer. At
Evergreen, "one faculty member each quarter would be freed
from teaching to be a [designated] visitor' and would spend
each week visiting a faculty member who had volunteered
to he visited" (p. 25).

The process consists of a series of four events: pre-
obseration assessment, pre-observation interview, obsera
tion, and post-observation conference. Of pre-observation
assessment, Elbow writes:

h'i'll before the week of visitation, I asked the faculty
I! embers uhom I u,as to lobsert.el to write informally about
what they u,anted to work on, the parts of their teaching
that pleased or did not please them, the changes that they
uzinted to produce in students through their teaching, and,
more personally. the satisfactions and dissatisfactions that
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came to them from teaching. I also invited stories about
good and bad moments not only as teacher but also as stu-
dent (p. 26).

The pre-observation interview between professor and ob-
server is an opportunity for them to discuss what the faculty
member had written for the pre-observation assessment and
to lay groundwork for classroom visits. Elbow is precise in
indicating what he hoped to accomplish at this point of the
process:

First, I listened for statements of goals and problems so that
I could see what I was being invited to do and the kind of
permission that I was being given. I wanted to be saying,
in effect, You set the agenda for my visits and feedback.
I will give you only the kind of feedback that you desire.
You are the boss. . . .

The second thing I looked for in these initial conversations
um memorabilia, anecdotes and portraits from the person's
memory of teaching and of being a student. I wanted to
hear about good moments and bad ones, interesting per-
sonalities u'ho seemed important, incidents that somehow
stuck in mind. This was a powerful way for people to find
out more about their real goals, not just their professional
goals. People often wandered into insights as they told me
incidents that somehow stayed in their minds through the
years ( p. 27 ).

Over the course of a week of visitations, the observer is pres-
ent at virtually all occasions when the professor and students
interact. The occasions include classes, seminars, and indi-
vidual conferences, even sessions in which faculty interact
with others in the absence of students.

Prior to the post-observation conference, Elbow observes:

Before the final, long conversation at the end of the week
for the beginning of the next I, where I brought together my
most important perceptions and made my recommenda
tions, if I had any, I usually self down a couple of times to
play hack my perceptions of ulmit had happened in a
seminar, class, or conference.
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took extensive notes during the initial corn'ersation and
subsequent observations. At first, I wanted only to aid my
memoryand perhaps also to cover my nervousnessbut
it turned out to make the process one of mirroring what
happenedboth in the room and in menot one of reach-
ing conclusions. Also, I found that I had more to say than
if I sat back to obserr,e and wait for wise insights. When I
left the note-taking machine on full throttle, perceptions,
reactions, nuances of feeling, and even metaphors readily
came io mind (p. 27).

Videotape or audiotape recordings and interviews of students
can be used to supplement the essential program compo-
nents. It is information gathered in a number of ways that is
the basis for the post-observation conference.

University of New York, Cortland. In the master-student
scheme devised by Shatzky and Silberman at the University
of New York, Cortland, two faculty membersfrom different
academic disciplinescollaborate to improve each other's
teaching (1986). Their aims are "to acquaint each outer with
an introductory course in a subject in which neither of us had
any preparation." "to observe one mother's teaching tech-
niques from the student's point of view," and "to see what
problems students have in comprehending the material dis-
cussed in each class" (p. 119).

In the role of student, the professor attends each class, com-
pletes all written assignments and projects, and takes all tests.
The professor also attempts to converse informally with stu-
dents about their understanding of course content and the
professor's teaching.

A professor as student can helpful to a colleague. accord-
ing to Shatzky and Silberman,

in pointing out problems in presentation, the design of
assignments, or even the line of questions on an examina-
tion. Skill and experience enable the colleague to diagnose
and articulate such problems clearly and objectively. Pro-
1,ided the instructors trust and respect each other's judgment,
criticism can 1w presented constructively without the lither
ent ambiguities associated with student evaluations or the
questionable value of one-time peer visitation and evalua-
tion (p. 119).
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New York University. In an attempt to learn more about
the nature of teaching and learning and to improve their stu-
dents'and their ownperformance, two composition
instructors (Rorschach and Whitney 1986) describe a forma-
tive peer evaluation program they developed at New York Uni-
versity. They explain the participant-observer method as
follows:

For 15 weeks, we attended each other's freshman writing
course, which met twice a week for a total of three hours.

. . The teacher in each class taught as she normally would,
abile the observer took the role of a student, participating
in class discussions, writing drafts for most of the assign-
ments, and sharing his writing in peer groups with the other
students. We each kept a notebook on the everience, and
we met once a week for about an hour to discuss what had
been happening (p. 160).

Later in the term, when observation alone failed to provide
enough information about differences in student attitudes
and behaviors to satisfy the instructors, they also report using
two additional data-gathering methods. They explain that tape
recording of classes was chosen "so that we could look more
closely at our classroom behavior. Though we shared a sense
that we were behaving differently in our roles as teacher, it
was not immediately apparent how" (p. 163). And they report
examining each other's lesson plans "to see if any differences
in the progression of each course would help us explain the
experienced differences in the [class culture] we had pro-
duced" (p. 163).

Rorschach and Whitney also report discovering how to
develop a classroom culture in which students share authority
with the teacher and how students can be helped to develop
a sense of autonomy as writers. The authors also are con
winced that their participant-observer method has implications
for changing the nature of the teaching and learning process
for both students and teache They write:

The situation that we found ourselves in is not uncommon.
.11ost teachers eAperience a yatening gap biluven the
abstractions about education presented to them by writer
sill' researchers and the pressing decisions about what to
do in their classrooms tomorrow morning. Perhaps the fault

Tape
recording of
classes was
chosen "so
that we could
look more
closely at our
classroom
behavior."
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for this gap lies neither with the researchers nor with the
teachers, but with the situation: the isolation of the one-
teache classroom, rigid scheduling patterns, limited or non-
existent opportunities for ongoing collaborative inquiry, and
the lack of sufficient precedent and support for carrying
out such inquiry even when the opportunities for it could
be made. The great hulk of useful human knowledge, after
alb is probably generated outside of laboratories and librar-
ies by groups of people working to solve common problems,
talking and thinking together as they go. Through such col-
laborative inquiry we teachers can become researchers in
our classrooms and turn our valuable classroom experience
into useful knowledge for ourselves and for one another
(pp. 171.72).

University of Birmingham. The "course evaluation
scheme" at the University of Birmingham, England (Mathias
and Rutherford 1982a, 1982b), involves the gathering of data
from both peers and students, and from a variety of methods,
of which observation is but one. According to Mathias and
Rutherford, the purpose of the program is "to help [faculty]
to find out how their courses were being received by students,
to identify areas of difficulty and to explore whether students
understand and could work for the aims [faculty] had in
mind" (1982h, p. 48).

The essential elements in the process are as follows:

A common sequence of events would involve the evaluator
in the observation of a fairly self-contained 'episode' of the
course, usually centered around a particular topic. For
example, the evaluator would attend several lectures, tutor-
ials, practical classes or seminars as an observer. He would
then discuss the course uith one or more small groups of
students emplgying a semi-structured interview technique
with the assurance that their anonymity would be preserved.
The wahtator and lecturer would then develop a questi-
onnaire to follow up some of the main issues which had
emerged, as well as probing other aspects of the course which
had not been previously investigated . . . This questionnaire
wus administered on a voluntary basis to all the students
taking the course and analysed and interpreted by the eval-
uator and lecturer. A final report was prepared by the lec-
turer in conjunction with the evaluator This report, which
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described the procedures and (Pik-vines of the evaluation,
was presented by the lecturerfor discussion at one of the
regular course evaluation meetings ( 1982b, p. 49).

Evaluators come from fields of study related to that of the
observed faculty member, though not exactly the same or
clearly unrelated fields. Evaluators are not selected from totally

different disciplines because "experience showed that it was

important for the evaluator to possess some familiarity with

the subject matter of the course if he was to appreciate the

course activities and the problems that arose from them"
(1982a, p. 264). But evaluators are not selected from the same

discipline either, "to avoid the potential embarrassment of
exposing difficult problems to a close colleague" (1982b,

p. 49 ).

California State University, Sacramento. In the Profes-

sors Peer Coaching Program of Cal State, Sacramento, the peer
coach's primary responsibility is to facilitate his or her col-
league's self-assessment of, and self-reflection on, teaching.

That role is not to evaluate, direct, prescribe, or even suggest
changes. Rather, it is to document what is taking place in class

and to conjoin the teacher in conversation comparing what

is actually occurring to what the teacher believes or hopes

is happening.
In effect, the coach is a mediator between the realities of

the teaching events and the teacher's perceptions of these

same events. Through these conversations, teachers reportedly
change "with greater purposeful innovation in teaching than
evaluation provided by others' (Stoner and Martin 1993.

p. ).

In this intensive, yearlong program, voluntary participants

( requiring faculty to participate is expressly proscribed),

attend tau hour workshops (seven each semester) to

develop specific- coaching skills, and talk with other partic.
ipants about coaching and teaching. . . . During weeks

between seminars, participants spend time coaching. A
"coaching cycle" is completed when a participant has been

coach('(/ oi a pre touching conference, observed by the

coach, (old coached in a post observation conference and
has performed the same functionsfor the partner
( pp. 8 9 ).
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When participants meet in pre-conference to talk about the
forthcoming classroom visitation, the coach employs "specific
communication skills in questioning, probing, paraphrasing,
and decoding nonverbal messages to [elicit from the teacherl
precise descriptions of the lesson to be taught" (pp. 9-10).
During this session, the peer coach engages the teacher in
a discussion of goals and objectives, anticipated teaching
strategies, the means by which student learning will be ascer-
tained, and the methods and procedures that will be
employed to document what takes place during observation.

A critical stage of the program is post-observation coaching.
In these sessions,

Using specific coaching skills, particularly questioning and
paraphrasing, the coach will assist the teacher in recalling
the teacher's personal assessment of theclass, the teacher's
behaviors and decisions, and the students' behaviors, and
assist the teacher in making reasoned inferences about rela-
tionships between student achievement and the teacher's
thinking and actions. It is here that the coach will supply,
if asked, to the teacher the specific data collected by the
coach (p. 11).

Pre-observation and post-observation coaching protocols are
previcied by Stoner and Martin in their text as Figures 1 and
2, respectively.

In that the program's objective is to encourage the teacher
to assess his or her teaching accurately by comparing, with
a coach's assistance, reality with perception, the Professors'
Peer Coaching Program is considerably different from more
directive formative peer evaluation programs. And, in that it
explicitly empowers teachers to make changes in their teach
ing, the program promotes regular self-assessment. This is
in marked contrast to episodic evaluations by others.

Videotaping of classes
'Die use of videotaping of classes to improve teaching is not
apparently very common in higher education. Only one pro
gram of formative peer review in which videotaping was the
central element is described in recent literature on instruc
tional development. Otherwise, videotaping has been
employed as an adjunct to other methods of formative
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evaluation.
There are a number of reasons that could explain why

videotaping is neglected in the process of instructional
improvement. First, many faculty are not adept at using the
technology. Second. they are not willing to take the time to
use it. Third, they feel threatened by having a permanent
record made of their teaching. Fourth, they see videotaping
as an alternative to classroom observation, of little value in
its own right.

University of Hartford. The model developed by McDaniel
at the University of Hartford has three stages. In the first stage,
faculty collaborate in establishing standards of effective teach-
ing that apply "to their particular setting, purpose. and student
population" ( 1987, p. 98).

In the second stage, participants' classes are videotaped
on two occasions. During video playback:feedback they, with
the help of a teaching consultant, evaluate their performance
according to the standards of effective practice they have been
a part of developing. This process involves, among less formal
procedures, the "stimulated recall interview" (Craig, Redfield,
and Galluzzo 1986 ). where specific episodes of teaching are
played back and analyzed by the teacher and the consultant.

At the final stage. faculty have the opportunity to view suc
cessful teaching and to discuss how the methods demonstrate
standards of effective teaching they established earlier. Faculty
"find observing others on videotape is as beneficial as watch
ing themselves" (p. 99).

Evaluation of course materials and assessment of
instructor evaluations of the academic work of
students
Peer review of the course materials of colleagues and of
instructor evaluations of the academic work of students are
methods that remain largely unexplored. Where used, these
methods are employed mostly as adjuncts to classroom obser
vation, not as integral elements in the process of instructional
improvement. More prominent roles for these methods may
come about if the teaching portfolio is used expressly for the
purpose of improving teaching.

San Jose State University. While more exhortative than de.
scriptive. Galm nonetheless tells us some things about how
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formative peer review of course materials can he helpful to
faculty in post-tenure evaluation ( 1985). Galm's discussion
is general rather than precise in detailing the mechanics of
the process.

At San Jose State, two of five peer review sessions are
devoted to evaluation of course syllabi. In these sessions, pro-
fessors discuss the way in which they present courses to stu-
dentsrationale, requirements, and grading criteriaand the
methods and materials that are used to present the course
content. The remaining sessions are devoted to technology,
classroom discussion techniques. and course content.

University of Kentucky College of Medicine. Besides
the observation process described earlier, the University of
Kentucky program (Cowen. Davis, and Bird 1976) also
includes peer review of course materials combined with class-
room observation. The course materials-classroom observation
program is associated with the development of new seminars.

In this program, a faculty memb,m- preparing to teach a
seminar for the first time provides colleagues with materials
he or she plans to use. The col! agues "prepare the material
as though they were students" (p. 130). After completing the
"assignments," the colleagues play the role of students -while
the faculty member directs the seminar. According to the
authors (p. 131), "it was hoped this mechanism ,would
accomplish two goalspeer review of the seminar itself and
the education of the faculty in the content and techniques
of the seminar presentations."

Fairleigh Dickinson University. Actual teaching portfolio
entries illustrate how peer review of course materials and of
instructor evaluations of students' academic work could he
used to improve teaching. These documents display not just
"the final products of teaching but its processesthe thoughts
behind the actions -they also reveal much about teaching
to colleagues involved in the development and review of port
folios.. . . Occasions where faculty examine one another's
portfolios could be occasions for cultivating new and richer
ways of thinking about inquiry into the scholarship of teach
ing" ( Edgerton, Hutchings, and Quinlan 1991, p.

'Rvo portfolio entries of a Fairleigh Dickinson management
professor (Ottaway 1991) arc a course syllabus and the
teacher's reflections "on the pedagogical theory undergirding
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that syllabus and on how a changing mix of students will
affect the next version of the course- ( Edgerton. Hutchings,
and Quinlan 1091, p. 19). Ottawas observes, among other
things, that a class composed of increasing numbers of full
tiro e. traditional age undergraduates requires different teach
ing approaches than a class previously composed mostly of
part time working adults. The reflective essay also describes
how he proposes to accommodate and challenge both groups
of students. OttaWaVS colleagues could probably learn from
his portk)lio entries, and he from theirs.

Harvard College. Portfolio entries of a Harvard history pro
fessor (Wilkinson 19911 include an undergraduate's book
review, the professor's feedback to the student, and the pro
fessor's reflections on the comments made to the student and
on the grade assigned to that piece of work. The author also
provides insights into how praise and constructive criticism
can be used to motivate students.

Multi-Institution Programs
Lilly Endowment Teaching Fellow's Program.
Since 19-4. the Lilly Endowment has sponsored the Teaching
Fellows Program. formative peer review projects for junior,
nontenured faculty at several major research universities.
versities arc eligible to apply for Lilly Endowment funding
to support a project for up to three vars. The discussion pre
seated at this point. then. is of a genre of projects rather than
any one prf )gram example. According to Austin. a program
normally:

im .tdr 'es selv Ili It'll 101111V SOVe1111i1111Thr faC11111. 114,111bers

why are apinnnted as jetfoil's for a one year term. I sually.
fellow's /'u been at the institution between one and fire

ill their first year are generally not eligible,
on the awanigion that rhof are busy with initial acclimation

their 1/err enrinillMents( 1992a, p.

Programs have had a 11111111M' of c( mlmon elements and their
mvn distinguishing features. As Austin explains.

.1 untrersttr's illy leadung bellows Program tipically
!molt es finnightly meettngs fellows to eliscus,s
111(1117ellia1 pryjeasf0Cilscd 011 leaChillg mail(' /'t' /eased 11.111'

from usual course responsibilities, and. often, senior facultV
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mentors. The endowment also sponsors fall and spring week-
end conferences on teaching held at different sites through-
out the eastern half of the country, where fellows meet their
counterparts from other universities and interact with
nationally respected contributors to knowledge about teach-
ing. . . . Within this general pattern, each institution shapes
the program to its own needs (1992h, p. 88).

Readers who want more information about program compo-
nents should consult Austin 1992a, pp. 74-79.

In many Lilly Teaching Fellows Program projects, mentoring
is a key component. Austin notes that:

While a variety of mentor arrangements hate been suc-
cessful in teaching fellows programs, one factor associated
with success is evident: flexibility in approach. In flexible
programs, fellows choose mentors on the basis of mutual
interests and goals, regardless of the potential mentor's
departmental affiliation. While the program directors sug-
gest ways in which fellows and mentors might choose to
interact and activities that they might wish to share, the spe-
cific dimensions of the relationships are left to each mentor-
fellow pair. If a mentor turns out to be less helpful than
expected, program directors uho take a flexible approach
recommend that the fellow simple' add a second, more c-oin
patible mentor while still keeping the first (1992a, p. 78).

A number of conclusions Austin has reached from her quay
itative study of the Teaching Fellows Program are reported
in the section on Personal and Institutional Benefits. Lending
credence to her findings is the examination of projects
extending over a period of 15 years, including interview
data opinions of recent fellows and reflections of senior
faculty who took part in a project ean. ago.

Partners in Learning. Partners in Learning (PIL) is -New
Jersey's statewide peer observation student interview instate
tional development program for postsecondary faculty. Cur
rently under the auspices of the New Jersey Institute for Col.
legiate Teaching and Learn g (NJICTL), it is based on the
conceptual model of Katz and Henry (1988), described earlier
in this section as the University of New lbrk, Stony Brook,
program. This voluntary, "emphatically nonjudgmental" pro
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gram has evolved during its short life from what its creator,
Joseph Katz, envisioned to its present form. It now involves
having faculty: "pair themselves off, preferably with someone
from a different discipline" to observe each other's teaching;
interview students about what and how they are learning;
meet as a pair to di!-cuss what is happening in the classes
being observed and what students are saying in the inter-
views; meet as a group with other pairs to discuss common
and unique experiences; and write reflective essays on what
they have learned about teaching and learning from the class-
room observations, student interviews, and collaboration with
colleagues.

The process of peer classroom observation, student inter-
vies-rs, and collaboration takes place over the cozirse of,
ideally, two terms of instruction. During the first term, one
member of each pair observes one of the other's classes, once
a week if possible or at least biweekly. During the following
term, these roles are reversed. Like the program manual indi-
cates, "the success of the process is greatest if the observer
becomes an accepted part of the class (essentially invisible).
To achieve this invisibility, the observer should begin early
in the semester, and the observer should attend regularly"
(NJICTL 1991. p. 8). While attending classes,

the observer pays close attention to the process and dynamics
of the group. The observer notes the effect on the students
of the instructor's presentation, the manner and types of
questions generated, interactions between students, group
discussions, non-verbal communicationeverything that
happens during the class (NJICTL 1991, p. 9).

In P1L, the student interview is indispensable, since a "wealth
of information and insight" about teaching and student learn.
ing is obtained in this way. Each participantteacher and
observerinterviews three students on several occasions
( usually three to five times) each semester, focusing initially
on rather general topics but eventually on more substantive
matters relative to student learning. Interviewers are encour
aged to select students representing "a broad section of the
class in age. gender, race, classroom demeanor, or academic
performance" (N11C11 1991, p. 10) and to employ a flexible,
semi structured approach. (Recommended interview protoc
ols are provided by NJICF1. (1991, pp. 10 121 and by Wool
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wine [1988, p. 49].)
Faculty pairs meet frequently (every week or two) to dis

cuss what has been taking place in the classes observed and
what students are talking about in the interviews. The critical
initial meeting of each pair should occur prior to observations
and interviews, for it is during this occasion that "an imme-
diate intimacy between the partners [can develop, and an atte-
nuation of] tension that either might he feeling about the
observation process [can occur]" (NJICTL 1991, p. 10).

About once per month, all pairs on campus meet to con-
sider topics of common interest. These topics include what
is happening in the classes being observed and in the student
interviews, problems encountered, teaching theories, learning
styles, critical thinking, recent research on pedagogical issues,
and the like.

At the end of each term, both participants write essays
where "the focus may range from thoughts about classroom
observation, student interviews, and interaction with col-
leagues to any facet of her own teaching that these activities
may have led the participant to examine" (NTICTL 1991, p.
14). Where faculty give permission, their essays, or excerpts
from these pieces, could be distributed across campus, allow
ing ideas and insights about teaching and student learning
to be shared with colleagues.

Program coordinators, participants, and evaluators tell us
not only that P11. works but also //IT it works and how it
improves teaching and student learning. Steve Go lin, Katz's
successor as state program director, explains why it has been
successful:

It u'orks because the program is ongoing, because it is
decentralized, because it is faculty owned, and because the
process itself is . . Faculty who observe and
are obsetved, who interview students, tato meet with a
partner, are engaged in an ongoing process.. . . Feedback
from our students and our colleague is continuous. In
response, we try some new things, and we get feedback on
them. . . . The faculty pair is 'cage?), autonomous. It charts
its own directions. . . The pair shapes its unit version of
the process. . . , Very quickly, faculty claim ownership. . . .

Faculty respond with real creativity and initiatitv to a pro
grant that rho, penvive is not only fur them but by them.
Collaborating with a peer is itself transforming. . . . For
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many faculty, the student interr'ieu are o-en morepow-

erful for our self-transformation (Golin 1990, pp. 9-10).

How PIL helps professors improve their teaching and their
students' learning is at least as important as knowing why.

The value of the program is addressed later, in the section
on Personal and Institutional Benefits. under the headings
Improvement in Teaching and Improvement in Student
Learning.

From idea to prototype
As we complete the writing of this hook, the American Asso-

ciation for Higher Education, in cooperation with Stanford
University, is initiating a multi-institution study titled "From
Idea to Prototype: The Peer Review of Teaching." Coordinated
by Lee Shulman, researchers at the 14 participating institutions
(all reseati:h and doctoral universities except one) are "con-
ducting small-scale experiments in peer review exercises
intended to reveal the 'pedagogical thinking' behind various
aspects of teaching practice land exploring] a variety of strate
gies in being colleagues to one another. in teaching as they

are in research" (American Association for Higher Education

1993, p. 18).

Assessment of Program Strengths and Weaknesses
To this point, we have described, in a rather detached manner,
several programs of formative peer evaluation of teaching.
Chronicling the development of these programs is important,
we believe, because it demonstrates that increasingly sophis.
ticated programs, ultimately more successful in affecting better

teaching, evolve rather than appear full-fledgedand will,
no doubt, continue to develop.

Some formative evaluation programs, particularly those put
into place during the 19'0s and early 1980s, clearly are pro
totvpes, quite limited in scope and scale. Others, especially
those implemented in recent years, are more fully developed,
more comprehensive in scope, and more ambitious in scale-
two even multi institutional. Some of these programs, or de
ments of them. almost certainly will have greater and longer.
lasting impact on improving teaching and student learning
than others. We examine now differences among these pro-

grams, noting what we consider their salient strengths, greatest
weaknesses, and critical limitations. We focus much of our

Most
programs
involve
collaboration
between two
professors,
one being
observed by
the other.
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attention on peer observation, since this is a common element
among most of the programs, the only one that invites sig-
nificant compariscns.

Most programs :nvolve collaboration between two profes-
sors, one being observed by the other. In all colleges and uni-
versities where pa rs work together except Evergreen, the
roles are reversed at some point, so that classes of both par-
ticipants are observed by the other. We consider this reciproc-
ity a strength because it encourages intelligent professional
people to learn from each other. Such an arrangement may
benefit one participant more than the other if one teacher
is more experienced or competent than the other, but a
mentor-mentee re ationship can be mutually beneficial as
well.

At Evergreen, hi contrast, one faculty member (the desig
nated observer) visits classes of different colleagues each
week. There is merit to this orrangement, too, since he or she
can attend to this pie for an extended period, developing
a systematic process for observation over time. It is somewhat
limiting in the sense that fewer faculty learn from each other's
strengths and we 'messes.

Other programs involve two or more observers. At Cincin-
nati, three professors collaborate in the reciprocal arrange-
ment described earlier. Its strength lies in having a teacher
receive feedback on his or her teaching from two colleagues.
A potential diffit ulty lies in scheduling visitations and con-
ferences. At Texts Tech, a team of observers visits a colleague's
classes. The tea n approach is attractive in obvious ways, but
disadvantages exist as well. First, it is a "single player," rather
than reciproca', plan, limiting because only one team
member's classes are critiqued. Second, scheduling can be
unwieldy, sin.,:e several faculty are involved.

Among the most controversial issues with which program
developers must reckon is how to pair up the participants.
In the programs we've described, teachers and observers have
come from the same field of study (New York University and
San Jose State), from related disciplines (University of Ken
lucky and University of Birmingham, England), and from unre
lated di:iplines (Cal State, Partners in Learning, and SI 'NY
at Cortland and Stony Bro. k ). We have suggested self
selection of collaborative units, a process that can he guided
by participants' objectives and needs. We've made further
observations about and recommendations regarding this issue
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in the section on Methods of Formative Evaluation, under the
subhead Direct Classroom Observation.

The number of classroom visits has ranged from two per
term (South Carolina and Cincinnati) to weekly or biweekly
(at Cal State, Sacramento, and SUNY, Stony Brook, and in
Partners in Learning) to every class meeting (Evergreen, New
York University, and SUNY, Cortland). Clearly, two visits is
inadequate for developing close facilitative relationships and
for helping colleagues affect significant changes in their teach-

ing. Obviously, more frequent visitations can be beneficial
but require a greater time commitment from participants
essential, we believe, if the programs are to be valuable to
faculty and students. W=. recommend that visits occur as often
as feasible, but certainly no less often than every other week.

In all programs except Texas Tech's, observers attend a full
period of a colleague's class. Since there are many aspects
of teaching that can be critiqued by colleagues, we are con-
vinced that peer reviewers should remain in a classroom for

entire class periods. We also believe that to do otherwise
would disrupt classroom dynamics unnecessarily, even more
than visitation does by its very nature.

At SUNY Stony Brook, and the University of Birmingham.
England, and in Partners in Learning, faculty interview
selected students on what and how they are learning and
observe colleagues' classes. We believe the student interview
can he a potent force in improving teachingand student learn
ing, because it invites a more comprehensive review, pro-
motes the bridging of faculty and student cultures, and fosters
the creation (or reinforcement) of a campus ethos in which
teaching and student learning are valued. If included in for

mative peer evaluation, interviews should be conducted reg
ularly by both teacher and observer. Yet, we realize that the
student interview, like videotaping of classes or other
methods, may not work for everyone, since some faculty may

feel so uncomfortable in certain situations that the result
would be counterproductive. Generally, formative peer evil

uation should he tailored to the individual needs of
participants.

An ,)hserver usually sits unobtrusively during the classroom
visitation. in New lurk rniversity's program, however, he or
she is participant observer. This latter arrangement can work,

we believe, if the observer is accepted as a regular class
member. There is the danger, though, that he or she might
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be viewed as "star student," a situation in which the natural-
ness of the classroom environment would be disturbed. In
most instances, we suggest that the peer reviewer he a silent
observer, observing process and result and then purveying
that information to the teacher.

The process by which feedback from observations is com-
municated to the teacher varies somewhat from program to
program. As envisioned by Katz and Henry (SUNY, Stony
Brook), it is relatively structured. In other programs, such as
those as San Jose State and SUNY, Cortland, the process is
quite informal. At Cal State, Sacramento, the observer's role
is facilitative and nondirective. Generally, we believe that feed-
back should occur in a semistructured environment, guided
by flexible protocols like those recommended by Stoner and
Martin (1993) and Katz and Henry (1988, pp. 112-25).

Some programs include occasions where all program par-
ticipants on a campus meet to discuss common problems and
issues on teaching and learning. While requiring even more
of participants' time, such meetings can he intellectually
engaging and a source of motivation kw faculty. We recom-
mend scheduling an Orientation meeting right before :he term
begins and two additional meetings during the semester. Such
occasions might include presentations or discussions led by
experts in teaching and learning, although extreme care must
he exercised in selecting speakers to he sure that what they
may have to say is relevant and worthwhile.

In all but three of the classroom observation programs
we've described, other methods are "add-ons," not integral
components. At SUNY, Stony Brook, and in Partners in Learn
ing, the student interview is an integral element. And at Ever
green, an intensive pre-conference interview t between
teacher and designated observer) is a vital element. It is in
the lack of comprehensiveness that we find most programs
wanting. None of the programs include evaluation of course
materials or assessment of instructor evaluations of the aca-
demic work of students as any more than an adjunct to obser
vation. We are convinced that these methods should become
essential components of formative peer review process, exam
ined either as separate entities or as part of teaching portfolio
analysis. In either case. a systematic procedure for assessing
these products should be developed.
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Common Elements
The programs of peer observation examined in this section
have a number of common elements. These elements are

offered at this point to guide practice.

1. Programs should be built on the premise that "good
teachers can become better" (Carroll and Tyson 1981):

programs should not he considered remedial.
2. Faculty participation should be voluntary.
3. The observed teacher and the observer should he trusted

and respected by each other.
4. Classroom visits should he reciprocal (a faculty member

should be, in turn, observed and observer). (Only Ever

green has a designated faculty observer.)
S. Observations should occur by invitation only (there

should be no surprise visits).
6. Participants should determine in advance what aspects

of teaching are to be assessed.
Participants should also determine in advance what other
procedures. if any, are to be employed in assessing
performance.

8. The lines of communication between the observed faculty
member and the observer should be open (feedback
should be both candid and tactful ).

9. A balance between praise and constructive criticism should

guide the feedback process.
10. Results should be kept strictly confidential and apart from

summative evaluation.

Many of these guidelines also could apply to the use of video
(aping of classes, evaluation of course materials, assessment

of instructor evaluations of' the academic mirk of students,

and analysis of teaching portfolkis.

Evaluation of Programs
In all instances, authors of programs described in this section

report that faculty members believed their teaching had
improved as a result of feedback provided by colleagues.
I lowever, evaluation of programs appears to he limited to self

tepot ts of participants: at least, no information is available
suggesting that mote rigorous evaluations were conducted.

In two empirical studies of faculty development programs.

modest, though statistically significant, improvements in stu
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dent evaluations of faculty and in student learning are sug-
gested (Erickson and Erickson 1979; Hoyt and Toward 1978).
Whether the results of these studies can be extrapolated to
formative peer review is not known. It is clear, however, that
systematic studies of colleague evaluation should he
undertaken.

No method of formative peer review of teaching has been
employed widely in higher education. In sections that follow,
we look at factors which may detract from faculty members'
willingness to participate, what might encourage them to do
so, and how programs of instructional improvement of this
type can be valuable to faculty, students, and colleges and
universities.
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DISINCENTIVES

On its face, it would seem that peer involvement in the
improvement of teaching is a commenclabk! idea. And it also
would appear that the methods discussed in the previous sec
tion, used in combination, should be embraced for the bet
terment of the academy. We know, however, that use of these
methods by peers for formative evaluation has been negli-

gible. A number of reasons have been cited for the unwilling-

ness of faculty members to implement and participate in this
kind of activity. Some of the reasons are based upon practical

considerations; others are derived from more philosophical
concerns. This section examines four of the salient factors
that we see as disincentives to faculty participation in forma-

tive evaluation of teaching: academic freedom issues; repro
sentativeness, accuracy, and typicality: subjectivity; and time.
faculty values, and institutional incentives and rewards.

Academic Freedom
Several scholars have considered the issue of academic free-

dom relative to evaluation conducted by direct classroom.
observation (Cross 1986; Eckert 19S0; Edgerton, Hutchings.

and Quinlan 1991: Edwards 197.4; Farmer 1976; Hart 1987;
Mauksch 1980: Roper, Deal, and 1)ornbusch 1976; Pew 1992;

Sweeney and Grasha 1979). While acknowledging that there

is often the perception that direct classroom observation by

peers, administrators, or anyone else violates a professor's
academic freedom to teach, scholars have generally concluded
that academic freedom is not compromised by classroom
observation. because the right of faculty members to deter
mine what is taught is not circumscribed by the process of
observation. That argument is articulated well by Mauksch:

l'ilder the mantle of academic freedom, teaching is a
secludM activitv while research. also concerned with deeply
felt issuers of academic freedom, is acknowledged as an
accountable and challengeable activity, properly subject to

scrutiny and checks. While challenging the methodology and
teclnuques of the resecaher does not threaten his or her
ri,ghi to pursue inquiry, the presence of a visitor in the class

room is felt as limning the teacher's right to choose teaching

content and teaching proce.cs. .41'04410 there may be some

1./.1, that those in power will wield inappropriate influence

over either teaching or research the mere presence of a col
league, in and of itself. is no threat to the freedom of teach

jug ( 1980, p.
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This undoubtedly is a two-edged sword. On one side, the
presence in the classroom of a peer can evoke a self-conscious
reflection not only on the manner in which something is
taught, but on the very content itselfan opportunity for
improvement in itself. On the other side, this wide curricular
latitude permitted faculty members, while usually considered
a great strength of American higher education, also allows
room for c riticism from peers who may not share views or
approaches.

Academic freedom to teach is a time-honored tradition
among faculty, but it also is a self-interpreted, self-imposed,
and largely self-regulated practice except as circumscribed
by the courts (Poch 1993). Consequently, the distinction
between legitimate concern over free intellectual expression
and a nebulous fear or distrust of any intrusion can become
blurred, contributing to the perpetuation of uncritical, clois-
tered attitudes that may undermine attempts at the improve-
ment of teaching. These realities have led scholars to agree
that gaining the support of faculty in a process of peer review
involves overcoming the perceived threat to academic free
dom to teach. We argue that, in that process, it also may
require the deconstruction of individual and collective con-
ceptions of academic freedom in order to lay hare premises
based upon fear or self-interest rather than those that may con-
tribute to a larger academic integrity.

As early as 1950, Eckert, while advocating the use of direct
classroom observation involving colleagues as evaluators,
warns that it should not be put into place "without making
exceedingly careful advance preparations" (p. 67). This
advanced planning includes eliciting faculty support so that
classroom observation is not seen as an infringement on their
academic freedom.

Representativeness, Accuracy, and Typicality
A second disincentive involves arguments that methods ordi-
narily used to evaluate teachers are not adequate for assessing
the full range of their competencies. Complaints of this type
usually are aired in connection with direct classroom obser-
vation, but some of them also could apply to videotaping of
classes, evaluation of course materials, assessment of instruc
for evaluations of the academic work of students, and analysis
of teaching portfolios, if these methods were used independ
ently of, rather than in conjunction with, other methods. Five
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common complaints are discussed at this point.
First, classroom visitation is not sufficient for assessing all

faculty competencies (Braskamp 1978; McKeachie 1986; Sto-
dolsky 1984). Obviously, observation should be used only
for evaluating what occurs when a teacher and students inte
ract, not for what occurs prior to and following delivery of
instruction, processes that also are vital to successful teaching.
Different methods are required for evaluating these other
competencies. For that reason, scholars almost invariably
agree that several methods of evaluation, used in combination,
are necessary if the full range of teacher competencies is to
he assessed (Aleamoni 1981; Arde 1989; Arreola 1984; Black-
burn and Clark 1975; Bradenburg, ..raskamp. and Ory 1979;
Braskamp 1978; Dressel 1976; Greenwood and Ramagli 1980;

McKeachie 1986: Romberg 1985: Sauter and Walker 1976;
Schneider 1975- Scriven 1980, 1983, 1985; Seldin 1984: Smith

et al. 1988; Soderberg 1986; Spaights and Bridges 1986: Stev-

ens and Aleamoni 1985; Swanson and Sisson 197 1 ).

In adamantly objecting to using direct classroom obser
vation as the sole method tier assessing teacher performance.
Stodolsky insists that it is:

unlikely to be fair because any given observation not
be typresentative of the range of teaching behaviors used
by a (teacher/. Etvluators arc' mistaken if t1.70. assume they

are (MAI. ring hpical behaviors of teachers) with the usual
procedure ( P. 171.

But she concedes that "one might use observation as one type
of information in conjunction with other materials that could
provide a more rounded assessment of a teacher" (p. 1").

Classroom observation is most valuable to teachers, sto-
clolsky believes, when it is used for instructional im
provement:

In formative et.aluatiou, direct obsert.ation mai' be t'en'
appropriate if too mud) 1:: not made of any given obser
tyttion. Direct observatiotts can provide useful occasions
for dialogues with superty'sors and colleagues. Specific occa

sums are abut teaching is all about, and may provide a wry
appropriate focus for discussing improtvment. Discussions

and sugqestions that follow observation of a teacher may
be el'en 111(1re helpful if it is recognized that he or she might
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teach differently in different situations. Rather than assum-
ing that one knows a teacher well after a limited set of
obseruations, one might rather acknowledge the incomplete-
ness of that knowledge (p. 17).

Second, even where it is employed, critics object to the usual
practice of sending an observer or two into a classroom on
one or two occasions. Most researchers agree that such a
procedure makes it virtually impossible to obtain an adequate
sample of teacher behaviors from which to generalize about
an instructor's teaching (Braskamp 1978; Centra 1975; McKea-
chie 1986; Prater 1983; Scriven 1980; Soderberg 1986). The
procedure could be vastly improved, scholars say, by increas-
ing the number of classroom visits and by visiting all, or most,
of a teacher's classes, although these correctives would require
substantially more time and a greater investment of other
resources (Brandenburg, Braskamp, and Ory 1979; Braskamp
1978; Centra 1975: Stodolskv 1984).

Third is the argument that methods used for evaluating
teaching fail to capture the essence and complexity of the
teaching act. McKeachie, for example, observes that teaching
"involves value judgments, and the means for achieving these
values is complex. Research has revealed that many variables
interact in determining faculty effectiveness" (1986, p. 266).
Determining how these variables interact may prove difficult
using methods ordinarily employed in faculty evaluation.

Fourth is a perception that evaluators are inclined to focus
too heavily on skills associated with effective teaching (Bul-
cock [1984] calls them "observables"; Scriven [1987] refers
to them as "secondary indicators"). In so doing, critics say,
evaluators may neglect several more substantive concerns,
such as the teacher's knowledge of subject matter and his or
her ability to communicate it to students and to inspire stu-
dent learning, epistemological issues, the relationships
between the processes of teaching and learning and the pre-
vailing institutional and student cultures, and classroom
dynamics. Bulcwk suggests that formative peer evaluation
may he useful in examining a range of teaching behaviors
in relation to the contexts in which teaching and learning
occur.

Finally, scholars and researchers have tried to explain how
observers ( or cameras in classrooms) can affect an instructor's
performance, making evaluation of "typical" teaching difficult
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(Bergman 1980; Britt 1982; Gage 1961; Hart 1987; Sauter and
Walker 196: Scriven 1980; Stodolsky 1984; Ward, Clark, and
Harrison 1981). Gage, for example, observes that many
teachers feel so threatened by visitation that their "perfor
mance may depend more on [their] nerve than on [their]
teaching skill" ( 1961. p. 19). Hart, elaborating on this same
theme, concludes:

No outsider, no occasional visitor to the ongoing intellectual
community of class, can hope to under,tand toy fully the
internal processes, the codes and interactiom, of that com-
munity. No mere observer can fully tt iderstand the roles
of participation in the class. And this is an important lim-
itation, for the roles of participation control what happens

in a class and how such happenings tin, perceived and
responded to. .11oreover, the rely presence of the observer,
boo -ever quiet and withdrawn, is an altel71111.011 that alters
the situation, changes what is being observed. Ac one (pun-
dill argued, "To observe a class is actually to observe a class
behtg observe" (198 ", p. 161.

Other teachers, as \X'ard, Clark, and Harrison have observed,
seem to "get up- for performances in front of audiences
inducting observers ( 1981). These researchers have found
that the teachers attempted to involve students more actively
in classes when the participants knew observers were present
than when no one was aware they were there. Situations like
this also militate against evaluation of "typical- teaching.

In a particularly cogent way, Scriven succinctly summarizes
a number of complaints relative to the accuracy of direct class
ro()111 obSerVa0011 and introduces the issue of subjectivity,

to which we turn next:

First the visit itself alters the teaching, so that the visitor is
not looking at a random sample. Second, the number of
visits is too small to be all accurate sample from which to
generalize, even if it were a random sample. Third, the vis-
itor is not devoid of independent personal prejudice s
favor of or against the teacher (p. 10),

Subjectivity
('koely related to the representativeness, accuracy, and typ-
icalit issue is the third disincentive, subjectivity. Faculty

( )///lIn all/ 't / T '1101
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members often charge that evaluation of teaching results in
subjective, rather than objective, assessments of their perfor
mance. and several scholars have looked closely at this issue
(Aleamoni 1984; Arden 1989; Bergman 1980; Ceram 1986;
Dressel 1976; Edwards 1974; Jones 1986; McIntyre 1978; Prater
1983: Wood 1977). Other researchers have studied personality
factors that max' affect the accuracy of the evaluations (Ballard,
Reardron, and Nelson 1976; Bulcock 1984; Maslow and Zim
merman 1956; Murray 1975).

Bergman (1980), Centra (1975), and Jones (1986) have
cited the research findings of sociologist Talcott Parsons
( 1954) to support their claims that evaluation too frequently
is based on ascription rather than achievement, on affectivity
rather than neutrality, on diffuseness rather than specificity,
on particularism rather than universalism, and on collectivity
rather than self. in assessing the effects of these dichotomies,
Jones observes that the first factor in each pair represents a
personal approach toward evaluation while the second repres
ems a more bureaucratic approach (1986). Bergnian suggests
that evaluators too often employ the more personal, or sub
jective. of these approaches (1979, 1980).

The notion that faculty evaluation may not he objective is
probably affected to an extent by differing epistemologies
on what "good teaching" is and on the propel' roles of
teachers in the process of teaching and learning. Since there
is a lack of agreement on these matters and probably never
will be complete agreement (Bulcock 1984; Smith and Wal
voord 1993), it may he necessaryeven desirableto exploit
and capitalize on this subjectiveness. As Braskamp (1978) and
Ceram (1978) observe, there may be advantages in having
colleagues look at peers' teaching from multiple perspectives,
especially when the purpose is to improve performance.

While it is likely that on occasion, and obviously regrettable
when, inappropriate criteria are used in assessing teaching,
the issue of "appropriateness" seems somewhat less important
in f )rmative evaluation than in summative, since what is
appropriate in one context may not he appropriate for another
( Bulcock 1984; Stodolsky 1984 ). titi11, the perception that evil
maim might he based on subjective impressions lingers, and
It may he a reason why faculty are reluctant to participate in
various methods of formative evaluation.

116



Time, 3aculty Values, and Institutional Incentives and
Rewards
Finally, a major disincentive to faculty participation in forma-
tive peer review involves their academic values and beliefs.
Two key features of this factor are the time required and the
nature of their institution's reward and incentive structure.
Scholars observe that faculty have complained that the time
required to develop, implement, and take part in programs
to improve instruction is excessive and of perceived dubious
value. While this complaint undoubtedly reflects the senti-
ments of some faculty, it is at odds with a finding indicating
the willingness of faculty in independent colleges and uni.
versities to participate in various methods of formative eva-
luation (Keig 1991). There is, then, interest among faculty
in :olleges and universities where teaching is regarded as the
primary professional role for instructional improvement
programs.

Few would argue that most faculty do not care about their
teaching responsibilities. In fact, many would say, "I could
he a much better teacher if only I had time" (Lowman 1984,
p. 213). What is really reflected by this comment is that faculty
generally feel overwhelmed by the variety of things expected
of twinpublishing, obtaining grants or contracts, teaching,
committee service, supervising individual research projects
of students, and so on. All of this suggests that the time con
cern actually is driven by the incentive and reward structure
of the institution. Many colleges and universities continue
to place a premium on research and publication with a con
comitant devaluation of teaching, which in turn militates
against faculty participation in programs of instructional
improvement (Carnegie Foundation 1990h; Ehle 1988; Fair
weather 1993; Lindquist 1979; Mathis 1979). It might he
expected that faculty would he more inclined to participate
in instructional improvement programs if college and uni
varsities made a strong commitment to teaching through their
incentive and reward structures.

In the final analysis. though, as antra insists:

Unless faculty members arc' willing to leave 11.w ervInation
of teaching to students, who posse&s. only a limited riew, or
to administrators, who often don't bare the time or neces
sari' background, then thee' must he willing to invest their
time in efforts in peer el,aluation of teaching ( 1986, p. 1).
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As substantial deterrents as these factors can he to discourag-
ing faculty involvement in peer review for improving teaching,
a number of incentives to participate have also been noted
in the literature. We turn to them in the next section.
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INCENTIVES

While scholars and researchers have noted a number of factors
that may detract from the use of peer evaluation of teaching,
they also have offered several suggestions for enhancing the
process. In this section of the report, we look at ways the pro-
cess of formative evaluation might he improved and at how
it might he made attractive enough to faculty that they would
he willing to develop. implement, and participate in such
programs.

The incentives that have been proposed by scholars and
practitioners are of three general types: attituainal and per-
ceptual, methodological, and procedural. They acknowledge
the need to change basic attitudes of the faculty. They also
believe that improving the ways in which methods are
employed will make the process more credible to faculty. And
they believe there are ways of putting programs in place that
will help to allay the apprehensions. fears, misperceptions,
and skepticism of faculty with respect to evaluation in general
and to formative peer evaluation in particular. An aim of such
incentives is to increase potential participants' "comfort lev-
els" with such programming, so that they will come to view
it as a natural part of instructional evaluation.

Attitudes and Perceptions
At this point, we look again at what were called disincentives
in the previous section, believing they could become oppor-
tunities if examined critically. We treat each issue briefly, fo
using on attitudes and perceptions we believe will need to
be changed if formative peer evaluation is to become a more
commonplace professional activity.

Academic freedom
Having classes observed, videotapes of classes produced and
analyzed. and course materials and instructor evaluations of
students' academic work examined by colleagues or admin
istrators often are perceived by faculty as threats to their aca
demic Leedom rather than as opportunities for professional
growth and development. Somehow faculty must be con
winced that peer review is ,s necessary for improving teaching
as it is for providing feedback on manuscripts planned for
publication ( Edgerton 1988). It is beneficial, not intrusive,
since colleagues have expertise about teaching and learning
that is theirs alone. As Edgerton, Hutchings, and Quinlan
explain:
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On most campuses, student ratings are the "method of
choice" for militating teaching . . Ihtt there's more to
teaching than what's critiqued on student evaluation forms.
What's missing in such evaluation are precisely those aspects
of teaching faculty are uniquely qualified to ohsert'e and
judge: . . those things Lee Shulman has in mind when he
refers to "the pedagogy of substance"that require peer
perspect vs and review ( 1991, p.

Formative peer evaluation of teaching is a means by which
assessment can he approached in a largely nonjudgmental,
nonthreatening way, like the o mullet-as trusted colleagues
provide on manuscripts faculty plan to submit for publication.
It may he that faculty are more willing to ask colleagues to
review their research because colleagues are a step removed
at that point from a summative accept-reject decision. Such
is also the intent of formative peer evaluation, where devel
opment--not decision makingis the ultimate goal. Sum-
illative evaluation is. of course, another matter.

Subjectivity
Faculty often charge that evaluation of teaching is tiLlhieCtiVe.
And they're right. They may not realize, though. that it is really
not possible for assessment of teaching to he totally objective.
because there is the inevitability that evaluators' values enter
into the process. As Pittman and Slate observe:

A system of values acts as a reference point or standard
against uVilch the selected information is compared The
toy nature of tlues dictates that there is no absolute stand
ard but that an individual or a group of people determines
its composition. A corollary of this is that changing thr, o-
hurting personnel call alter the ratite emphases and era
htation standards. There is no way to avoid this situation
completdr no matter what the form of the evaluation or
the criteria on which it is based. a set of values resides at
the core of the pmeess. This means that in developing an
evaluation system, special attention must be given tv
tpating problems that could arise from the value bases
rcpresented, the interaction between the value bases and
the specific evaluation procedures. and the possibility of a
changing value base, as well as to minimizing these potential
prob/e'in.c ( I98k), p. t I 1.
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About all that can he hoped for, they say, is for the academic
community to adopt general standards upon which to assess
teachers' performance. The specificity of such criteria may
vary from a single criterion (for example, the college's mis
sion statement (Pittman & Slate 1989( ) to several (Licata
1986). In formative peer evaluation, assessing teaching against
flexibleas opposed to rigidcriteria might he viewed as
an opportunity rather than a liability, since that flexibility will
allow for teaching to he described from multiple perspectives.
prompting, it is hoped, a professor's self-evaluation of his or
her teaching zind self-reflection on critical epistemological
issues.

Time, faculty values, and institutional incentives and
rewards
Faculty probably will find time for any professional act ivity
if they are convinced it is valuable to themselves and or if
they are rewarded for it. Because faculty at many colleges and
universities believe they are promoted and tenured more for
their research than their teaching, they likely are to he more
actively engaged in the former than in the latter. Even though
studies show that faculty are more interested in teaching than
in research (Carnegie 1986; Ladd 1979 ), "some teachers feel
forced to give up the intrinsic satisfactions of teaching for the
external rewards of research" (Cross 1988). So, too, probably
with programs of instructional improvement. Ways must he
found to make institutional incentives and rewards attractive
enough to faiulty that they will make time available for teach
ing and teaching improvement. The resolve of top level
administrators with respect to instructional improvement is
crucial if higher education is to demonstrate its commitment
to teaching (Fairweather 1993). Ladd's admonition should
receive careful consideration by those who govern our col
leges and universitit s:

The "teaching is. research" argument is hardly a new one.
It has occupied the attention of faculty and administratorr
in the past and has inspired numerous e \perinwnts to re-
dress perceived imbalances. Ali, argument is nothing more
than that these efforts haze largely failed and that today
the teaching profession is tyrannized by a research model
The intellectual health of both academics and academe will
be improved if there are renewed and ultimately successful

(..01lelburat111. Pow 1t (.1.1('11. 1(1"

121



efforts to kite recognition to the training of students in ubat
is primarily a teaching profession (1979. p. 6).

Methodology
The methodological issues, first raised in the section on dis-
incentives. are examined again here with a view toward turn
ing them into opportunities. We treat these issues briefly.
since correctives have already been alluded to or stated
explicitly.

Representativeness, acc:Jracy, and typicality
Faculty complain, with good reason, that teaching cannot he
accurately evaluated when classroom obsenation is the only
method of assessment employed. With that in mind, scholars
almost invariably recommend that several methods he used
and knowledgeable constituencies be consulted so that all
or at least mostrelevant teacher behaviors are sufficiently
sampled. In that connection. Seldin emphasizes that:

Faculty evahtation is a complex process. cold no single
source of data is adequate. The combined appraisals of stn
dents. colleagues, administrators and the professor's self
assessment are required for reasonablv reliable and valid
judgments (198-4, p. 155).

The methods and procedures employed can mclude direct
classroom observati(m as long as the process also includes
other methods. Formative peer evaluation also could include
videotaping of classes. assessment of course materials and
instructor evaluations of the academic work of students. port
folk) analysis, review of student evaluations of courses and
instructors. faculty interviews of students. and the like, all with
an aim toward providing informaii(m to faculty about their
teaching that is valid, reliable, credible. and helpful.

Faculty also complain, with cause, Hiatt classroom obser
vatic in is unieliable when a single class is observed on one
or t,..,() occasions. While it probably is not possible to say with
certainty how many visits are required to improve reliability,
the number should he enough to o inx ince faculty that it con
siitutes a representative sample of teacher behaviors, across
the spectrum ol omrscs iatiyht. lithe sample is too small, the
program will surely lack credibility.

In practice. relevant inlOrmati( in might be obtained in three
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or four visits (Brandenburg, Braskamp, and Ory 1979). For
instructional improvement purposes, Katz and Henry recom
mend regular peer visitations and subsequent feedbackpref
erably one visit per week over a period of one, two, or three
semesters (1988). On occasion, faculty have attended ever'
class meeting (Elbow 1980, 1986; Rorschach and Whitney
1986; Shatzky and Silberman 1986).

There is little doubt that the presence of observers changes
the nature of the "typical" teaching-learning situation, par-
ticularly when classroom observation occurs infrequently. That
situation could he improved if observation were to become
more commonplace and routine. The same could be said of
all other methods of evaluation.

It is probably essential that peer reviewers look at what is
occurring in all, or most, of a faculty member's courses,
because faculty employ different approaches from one course
to another. As Shulman observes, there are relationships
between a teacher's degree of understanding of subject matter
and the teaching styles he or she employs, that "teaching
behavior is bound up with comprehension and transformation
of understanding" (1987, pp. 17-18). The formative peer eva
luation program descrihed by Elbow, in which a designated
observer is present at virtually all occasions when a teacher
and his or her students interact over the period of a week,
could be used to identify a teacher's strengths and weaknesses
in each course, presenting suggestions for improvement, if
appropriate (1980, 1c)86).

There is probably a close connection between charges that
evaluation fails to capture the complexities of the teaching
act and that it usually is focused on teaching skills, narrowly
defined, and too rarely on more substantive matters. it can
he argued that faculty, who know what teaching is all about.
should define the ways in which the essence, nuance, and
substance of teaching are determined and find ways of using
that information to help colleagues improve the quality of
instruction. Edgerton, Hutchings, and Quinlan, for example,
tell us that "classroom observation is a desirable practice; it's
a form of peer review that can indeed address the most sub
stantive, scholarly aspects of teaching" (1991, pp. 5 6 ). Video
taping, evaluation of course materials, and assessment of
instructor evaluations of students' academic work are also via
hie methods of getting at what's really important. And these
are only the peer review factors in the instructional

As Shulman
observes,
there are
relationships
between a
teacher's
degree of
understanding
of subject
matter and the
teaching styles
he or she
employs.

Th

'ollaboratii .e Peer Review I 00

?3



C

Ito

improvement equation.
It also might be argued that faculty and administrators, by

allowing student evaluation of courses and instructors to
remain the only real source of information by which teaching
is assessed, contribute to a system whereby evaluation is
focused on perfunctory skills rather than on "a pedagogy of
substance." If faculty want a credible system of evaluation
for improving teaching as well as for making sensible per
sonnel decisionsthey must take the lead in creating and
supporting it (Centra 1986. 1993).

Procedures
Up to this point, we have looked at issues raised earlier in
the report. Now we examine four procedural issues that have
not as vet been addressed, at least directly. They are: invol-
vement of the faculty in the planning of progr; .s of instruc-
tional improvement, establishment of standards of effective
teaching, training of faculty in methods of sup,. :vision, and
faculty as interpreters and integrators of information.

Involvement of the faculty in the planning of
programs of instructional improvement
Nearly all researchers agree that the development of successful
programs of peer evaluation are dependent on the support
of the faculty and of top-level administrators (Aleamoni 1987;
Arreola 1987; Austin 1992a; Brock 1981; Freer and Dawson
1985; Heller 1989; Licata 1986; Razor 1979; Seldin 1984, 1990;
Skoog 1980; Soderberg 1986). Without the support of the
faculty, Skoog observes that the process is likely to be carried
out perfunctorily, rather than with a genuine commitment
to instructional improvement (1980).

The essence of the argument for eliciting the support of
the faculty in the development and implementation of pro-
grams of instructional improvement is well-stated by Heller:

A decision to engage in peer supervision has to come from
the peer group itself. The key is ownership: if teachers do
not feel they onw the project, then they will think somebody
in the central office has a pet idea that is being forced on
them (1989, p. 13).

Evaluation often is seen as an adversarial relationship between
those who are to he evaluated and those who will conduct
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it. Brock cautions that careful attention:

be given to the design of the procedures, to the inclusion
of teachers in the process of design of the procedures, and
esiiecially to clear and repeated communication with
teachers about the procedures. . . . With the reduction of
threat comes the increased likelihood that teachers will effec-
tily use evaluation data to make decisions about change
in their teaching practices ( 1981, pp. 235-36).

The recommendations of Brock and Heller have been incur
porated into the program of formative evaluation described
by Freer and Dawson ( 1985). This program, in which a reduc-
tion of the adversarial relationship was a primary goal,
includes seven recommendations for developing and sustain-
ing the program:

1. The commitment of adequate funding;
2. The involvement of as many teachers as possible in the

initial planning stages;
3. An attempt to arrive at consensus when program decisions

are made, so that teachers "buy into- it;
Teacher involvement in training programs or courses in
methods of supervision;

5. Collaboration among participants as the program is
implemented;

6. Involvement of teachers in the monitoring and fine-tuning
of the program; and
A separation of the functions of summative and form:give
evaluation.

Freer and Dawson indicate that the program was received with
more enthusiasm than the methods of evaluation that had
previously been employed (1985). They are convinced that
involving the faculty in the program planning was a key ele-
ment in a program's success.

Establishment of standards of effective teaching
Virtually no scholar or researcher is audacious enough to
claim there are absolute standards of effective teaching upon
which to evaluate performance. On the contrary, most are
likely to acknowledge that there is no single or best way to
teach and that what is good practice for one teacher may not
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be so for another" (Elbow 1986, p. 197). Or at least they pay
lip service to that notion. Regardless, the standards issue is
complex, and it deserves careful treatment.

Some academicians say enough is known about teaching
that this information should he used as criteria for evaluating
teaching (Smith and Walvoord 1993). But others say or imply
that faculty, through discourse and consensus, should arrive
at standards by which teaching is to be evaluated (Angelo
1993; McDaniel 1987; Menges 1991; Seldin 1980; Weimer,
Kerns, and Parrett 1988). And still others believe that, because
too little is known about the interaction of factors that con-
tribute to successful teaching, it is counterproductive, perhaps
not even possible, to use generic standards, maintaining that
successful teaching is context-hound and influenced by sev-
eral complex factors (Abrami 1985; Bulcock 1985; Cauca'
1987; Gray 1991; Mathis 197'4; Shulman 1988).

Those who assert that common standards should be
adopted are likely to support the argument made by Smith
and Walvoord:

We have to either measure teaching or live with a system
where it remains unrewarded. So we must gather a panel
of the best people we havefaculty, administrators, eAperts
in relevant fieldsestablish the fairest and most accurate
criteria we .hare, and then go ahead. And we do hate some
criteria. . . . have enough research on teaching excel-
lence to begin articulating criteria for certification, cold
1r' starting 11.0l get more research (1993, p. 5).

On the other end of the spectrum are those who insist that
it is inadvisable to set (Jowl uniform criteria tbr assessing
teaching effectiveness. They believe that pursuing common
standards on which all teachers are to be evaluated is mis
guided because teaching is content- and context specific,
dependent on the persooalities, backgrounds, and abilities
of both teachers and students and contingent on a number
of environmental factors. They would probably insist, like Can
celli, that:

A sptent designed to eivluate this process inust be flexible.
It must be sensitive to those variations in teaching that make
it such an exciting and challenging activity. Reducing such
a vibrant process to a checklist of behaviors performed
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would reduce teaching to a mechanical act. It may he
argued, therefore, that the use of a system that allous peers
to use their analytic processes to scan, classify sort, and
resort. the complex and unique sets of data presented in
each reie is the only way to do justice to teaching (
p. 17).

Lying somewhere between these tw,, extremes is the view
that faculty should debate and ultimately agree on the stand-
ards by which their teaching will be assessed. They insist that
"faculty members themselves will have to figure out whether
and how [general principles of effective teaching] apply to
their particular disciplines, courses, and students" (Angelo
1993, p. 3).

A number of scholars doubt there are enough general prin
ciples of effective teaching upon which to construct viable
programs of faculty evaluation. For example, Abrami contends:

It is time to abandon the notion of a single model of effec.
tire instruction or the ideal teacher and begin to think in
interaction terms. . . The question should not he "What
is the ideal college teacher?" but rather "What is the ideal
college teacher for different contexts courses, students,
and settings) and different goals, objectizvs, or desired out-
comes of instruction?" (19x15, pp. 223.24)

The interaction to which Abrami has referred alludes to the
difficulties involved in evaluating teaching. Adding detail to
that idea, Menges zInd Mathis observe:

Effectiveness in teaching depends not on a single charac-
ter M(' but On the appropriate fit among many variables.
These variables include the purpoks of the teaching-learning
encounter, characteristics and preferences of teachers and
learners, circumstances of the teaching-learning activities
and of the larger environment in which those activities
occur, and methods used for determining success of the
teaching and of the learning. Effective teachers monitor
and manage all of these variables, ensure their consistency
and fashion them into a pleasing whole( 1988, p. 101.

Coming at the same topic from a different perspective, namely
course planning, Gray concludes that "the process fir assess-
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ing the effectiveness of instruction should he flexible because
the situations and contexts of teaching are extremely varied-
(1991, p. 54). In course planning alone, as Gray indicates, the
process includes "knowledge and skill of instructor and stu
dents, unique needs of the discipline, level of students and
the instructor, instructor's experience, delivery mode, depart
mental guidelines and instructor controt. environment and
resources, incentive .systems and student motivation. and per
ceived roles" (p. 54).

The situations and contexts to which references have been
made are consistent with Shulman's "knowledge and learn
ing" construct, which can provide a useful framework for look
ing at evaluation of teachingformative peer evaluation in
particular and other components of comprehensive faculty
evaluation in general (1987). Common criteria may he
appropriate for assessing one category (general pedagogical
knowledge) of the knowledge base. Common criteria may
be less appropriate for other bases ( knowledge of learners
and their characteristics; curricular knowledge; knowledge
of educational contexts; and knowledge of educational ends,
purposes, and values). Such criteria may be inappropriate for
the remaining bases ( knowledge of content and pedagogical
content knowledge ), depending on who assesses the per
formance and how the assessment is conducted. It seems
likely that the interactive effects of teachers' knowledge in
these areas is unique to each individual.

Centra is convinced that qualitative methods of (-valuation
are more promising than quantitative methods for examining
teaching in detail. This method is consistent with the view
that evaluation must he adaptable to a varier of teaching and
learning styles. In summarizing his thesis, Centra observes:

A qualitative approach would intylve descriptions of clav
mom instruction based on the perceptions of the obsm.erc.
. . Descriptions by several observers ulll more likeIr reflect
possible personal biases curd the resulting narrative could
be much more useful (than' rating scales and numerical
judgments( 1986, pp. 3 4).

Faculty need to consider the ramifications of the standards
issue carefully. If they arc not willing to do so, it is unlikely
that evaluation, for whatever purpose, will have lung term
credibility.
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Training of faculty in methods of supervision-
evaluation and of communicating feedback
Besides claims that faculty would he more likely to participate
in formative peer evaluation if they were to receive training
in methods of supervision-evaluation and of communicating
feedback, there may be additional benefits. The availability
of training in these areas may be essential if instructional
improvement programs involving peer assessment are to be
successful.

Providing training in methods of supervision-evaluation
has been recommended for many years (Brock 1981; Cancelli
1987; Ceram 1975, 1986; Freer and Dawson 1985; Heller 1989;
McIntyre 1986; Menges 1987, 1990; Mika,' 1979; Root 1987;
Seldin 1984; Sorcinelli 1984; Weimer, Kerns, and Parrett 1988).
But except for Perlherg's useful guidelines for training faculty
in consultative skills needed for providing feedback from
videotape playback-feedback, information about such training
has been largely limited to providing training in how to con-
duct classroom observations (1983).

Information about how to transmit evaluation feedback
from classroom observation is found mostly in the literature
in communications, counseling, psychology, and organiza-
tional behavior. Brinko's review of this literature is an excel-
lent introduction into effective ways of communicating feed-
back elicited from observation and from other methods of
formative peer evaluation (1993).

Ano:her purported benefit of providing training in methods
of supervision-evaluation is to improve interrater reliability
(Cancelli 198"; Centra 1975; McIntyre 1986; Weimer, Kerns,
and Parrett 1988). Such training would require, in effect, that
agreement he reached on standards of effective teaching, lim-
iting perhaps some of the flexibility called for by several
scholars and researchers.

McIntyre has developed a program for training faculty to
conduct classroom observation (1986). In this program, a
number of faculty members visit the same classroom as .t
group, compare their findings after the visit, and then attempt
to arrive at a consensus about the strengths and weaknesses
of the quality of the instruction. McIntyn reports that this
approach resulted in a considerable reduction in the varia-
bilitN of the assessment.

But scholars also note that training in methods of super-
\ NI( )11 \\ II not eliminate all of the problems associated with

Pc'C'1' ROI t'll'
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improving interrater reliability. Centra has observed that effec
tive training programs require more time than many faculty
members are willing to invest ( 19801. Bergman concludes
that "even with training, inappropriate criteria would still be
quite influential in peer ratingsif only unconsciously- ( 1980,
p. 10 ).

While suggesting that teaching consultants are a good
source for providing training in supervision. Sorcinelli (198-41
acknowledges that it could also be provided by experienced
faculty. Agreeing, Brock suggests that whoever provides the
training should have expertise in such areas as:

audioisual technology. ethnography, group dynamic's.
instructional evaluation, attribution theory, gaming and
simulation. c-omputerassksted instruction, personalized sys-
tems of instruction, and philosophies of education. However,
the attributes of greatest consequence for the consultant's
effectiveness may be a commitment to student learning:
an abiding curiosity about the relationship between teacher
student, and subject matter: an empathic disp)sition: a
knowledge of load resources: a tendency toward self
disclosure: and effectire interpersonal communication skills
(1981. p. 2391.

Still another possible benefit of providing training is to in
crease awareness. By becoming cognizant of the wide range
of competencies required of effective teachers, faculty may
become both more accurate observers of the teaching of col
leagues and more insightful about their own abilities as
teachers (Katz and Henry 1988: Nlikula 19-9).

'Vet, few scholars have addressed the issue of exactly what
training should be provided. However, Copeland and Jam
gochian identify six general areas in which skills should be
acquired: interpersonal communication skills, use of low
inference descriptive language. problem definithm skills,
classroom observation techniques, data analysis techniques.
and skills enabling effective feedback (1985, p 1-). Also,
\lenges advises that.

.sonic' time should be invested in improving obsemation and
feedback skills. Training should corer, among other areas,
use of appropriate paper and pencil forms to ofganize
obsenatims, how to select infOrmation for feedback which

3



is new infomation for the person being observed, how to
differentiate descriptive and judgmental comments while
giving feedback, and how to deal with colleagues if the
situation becomes stre&sful Role [daring is a helpful tech.
?rupee for this training, and role play sessions might he stim-
ulated hi tdeatcoes of teachers who are not members of
the group( 198-. pp. 90 911.

Because teaching and learning are complex processes, eval
uation of teaching is also a complicated endeavor. Solid train
ing in methods of supervision and communication appear
to he promising means for improving the quality of both for-
mative and summative evaluation and for increasing the like-
lihood faculty %Yin avail themselves of instructional improve
meat programming.

Faculty as interpreters and integrators of information
The process of instructional improvement would probably
be enhanced if faculty were to become interpreters and inte
grators (4- intormation provided by students, administrators,
and self assessment as well as by fellow faculty members. The
information gathered from those sources should come from
a variety of assessment methods. 1k Avever, the faculty's role
in evaluation should surely extend beyond this interpretive
integrative functi:m.

',Indent evaluation of faculty teaching performance con
tinues to he employed more often to evaluate instruction than
any other method (Seldin 108. 1993a, 1993c). Most scholars
have acknowledged that students should be consulted in the
process but have generally argued that students should not
he the only '11 Mira' of information.

Many researchers have studied the relationship between
student ratings and such variables as class size. expected
(.-( Jury.: grade. time of day, required vs. elective course, the
subject matter. and so cm ( see. I( )r example. Antbayi 1198- 1.
While there is some disagreement as to how these factors
alfc(t student ratings. researchers suggest that these factors
he taken into account when personnel decisions are made
and when instructional improvement plans are fcm-mulated
I Cohen and \ Id:eat-hie 1980; Craig. Redfield. and Galluzzo
19s0; 'Will My 1986 1. (:( then and McKcachie suggest spe
cificallv that -student ratings should he evaluated by Ifacultyl
peers who kno\\ the circumstances under which a particular
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course was taught- ( p 1S1 I. These researchers emphasize
that student ratings cannot be taken at face value.

Faculty members themselves appear to he divided on the
efficacy of Faculty peer review of student ratings of courses
and instructors. Britt ( 19821. for example. has found that only
36 percent of faculty were in favor of having their colleagues
examine student ratings. Dienst ( l98 I ) has fbund even less
support ( 33 percent 1. but peer review of student ratings out
distanced support fiw direct classroom observation and eval
nation of course materials. The findings from these studies
are difficult to interpret. however. since it was not made clear
if respondents believed the review was tier SUMIllative or ft w.
!native purposes.

In a more recent study, faculty attitudes toward several
aspects of formative evaluation are examined. Keig has found
that more than 62 percent of respondents to a survey indi
cared their belief that instructional evaluation would he
enhanced by faculty peer review of student evaluations
( 1991). But this relatively high favorable response is consid
erably less than that for direct classroom observation. eval
tuition of course 'hater' us, and assessment of instructor
graded student work. Support for faculty review of student
evaluations of courses and instruct, ws and for videotaping of
classes is essentially the same.

Yet if faculty are to play a really significant role in the eval
nation of colleagues' teaching, peer review must extend
beyond interpretation of student ratings of courses and
instructors. If faculty are not willing to evaluate aspects of
teaching they are uniquely qualified to assess, there is a
danger that "what is 'peer reviewed' is not the process of
teaching and its products ( the learning that the teaching
enabled ). hut 'merely' the observations and ratings submitted
by students and assorted others ( Edgerton, I lutchings, and
Quinlan 1991, p 5).

Faculty are clearly qualified to assess colleagues' teaching
at varitfus points of the process. They can evaluate what occurs
prior to and follow ing delivery of instruction by examining
(:( nurse materials, instructor assessments of the academic work
of students, and teaching portfolios. They can also look at
what occurs when .acher and his or her students interact
from perspeCti es different from that of students. through both
direct classroom observation and videotapes of classes. The
formative peer review process must include more than an
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examination of student ratings of courses and instructors.
important as that function is.

ks programs of formative peer evaluation are being con
sidered efforts must he made to develop programs that arc
amactne enough to invite faculty participation. Accomplishing
that aim involves addressing a number of faculty concerns:
intrusneness, ccimprehensiveness, objectiveness, and insti
tutiohal rewards and incentives. Gaining faculty acceptance
also includes involving them in program design and imple
mentation, in determining the criteria on which their teaching

N.N ill be assessed, in programs providing training in methods
of super\ ision and communication. and in the analysis of

nn provided by students and administrators on
faculty members' teaching.

If faculty can he convinced to participate in formative peer
assessment programs, there are. ii appears, benefits for them,
then students. and their instituticms. Ve discuss these benefits
in the following section.

( r,litI h all, t' 'el" KO 'l
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PERSONAL AND INSTITUTIONAL BENEFITS

Scholars suggest that a number Of personal and institutional
benefits might he realized from faculty participation in fcr-
mative peer evaluation of teaching. Some of their claims are
based on hunches, others on theory, and still others on qual
itative and quantitative research studies. In this section of the
report. we look at the evidence supporting and qualifying
some of the purported benefits. We examine four areas:
improvement in teaching; improvement in student learning;
improvement in faculty morale and in the collegial climate
of the institution; and improvement in the tenure success of
junior faculty.

Improvement in Teaching
Formative evaluation of instruction has come about largely
because its proponents have not been satisfied that summative
evaluation actually facilitates better teaching. Formative eval-
uation involving faculty in the assessment of colleagues' teach-
ing has been developed and implemented because practi-
tioners believe that faculty are more qualified than students,
administrators, and other constituencies to evaluate some
aspects of instruction, although few contend that peers are
the best source of information about all aspects of teaching.

Some programs of formative peer evaluation have been put
into place at colleges and universities where instructional
development officials have encouraged its development, but
other programs have been organized and developed by faculty
who are committed to instructional improvement. Most faculty
participating in these programs have expressed satisfaction
with the results, believing their teaching improved because
of assistance received from colleagues.

While there is no particular reason to doubt participants'
positive assessment of these programs, researchers note that
evaluation of such programs often has been limited to self
reports of participants and too rarely subjected to more rigor
ous study (Erickson and Erickson 19-'9; 1 lc yt and floward
19-8; Levinson Rose and Menges 1981).

A few relatively small-scale empirical studies have been con
ducted of faculty development instructional improvement
pmgrams ( g., Erickson and Erickson 19-9; Hoyt and Howard
19-91, in which researchers attempted to determine if'student
ratings of instructors improved when faculty participated in
the pn)gram. In these studies, students have rated the faculty
member both at midterm and neiir the end of the semester,

ilIctIn )1(1111 e

Evaluation
Of such
programs
often has been
limited to self-
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with the earlier rating used as a covariate in the statistical anal-
ysis. The results of these studies have shown statistically sig-
nificant, though modest, differences between the experimen-
tal and control groups, with the former showing the most
improvement between the two rating periods. Whether results
from these studies can he extrapolated to formative peer eval
uation is not clear. Whether improved student ratings of
instructors actually represent improved teaching also is tar
from certain.

Levinson-Rose and Menges emphasize that much of the
empirical research conducted with respect to faculty devel-
opment programs is methodologically weak ( 1981). They and
others recommend that future studies incluc:: larger samples
of participants, examine the effects of participation over
longer periods of time, and consider the effects of volunteer
ismas opposed to random selection of participants--on
results.

Austin's qualitative study on the effectiveness of Lilly
Endowment Teaching Fellows Program projects is more ambi
tious in scope than the empirical studies (1992:t. 1992h).*

From her evaluation of this particular genre of faculty peer
evaluation, Austin notes how the faculty's teaching improved
as a result of participation in these programs:

Fellows often develop a deeper interest in and commitment
to being a good teacher and. through their eAposure to the
ories of teaching and learning consciously formulate per
sonal phil( ,:ophies about teaching. For tna fellows, the core
of their emming teaching philosophies is a humanism that
emphasizes appreciation of student differ-owes, qterest
in listening to students. and a greater commitment to fos
tering the process of students' intellectual growth than to
dispensing knowledge.

*Front 19-1 through 19H. .; le period of Austin's study. Sub unit a. non
tenured faculty from 3(1 research unit ersities participated in the lAy
Fndowment Teaching Fellows Program Of those for whom mailing
addresses could he located. the teSt:art her recei,, ed resptaises. m one
form or another wmprehensu written survey. briel telephone sure
~hurt written survey), from .112 people, t SCI pen tin I ).ita disci welt
()Named front participating universities' pit 'gram asst K

tors. department chair, of fellows. and other university adnunistratt irs
'File methods I, a- gall ((ring data in, hided roiming art hual materials And
t.cindutting written and telephone sineys. inturvms. and k qtK11(

Fot more information ahout the study meth( )g see Air,tin 10921,
Pp H892
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Pact fellous hary reported that the)' became more attentilv
to .stildentS. learning needs: more sensitive to such barriers
as learning disabilities. anxiety, and challenges associated
with English as a second language: and more careful about
helping students link theoretical concepts and practical prob.
lems. This heightened sensitivity to students' diverse needs
chid challenges, coupled with evloration of teaching and
learning theory, often causes fellows to cultivate new
approaches to their teaching. Through group meetings and
individual projects, fellou's learn aboia creative teaching
methodsthe use of computers, games, simulations, and
Cooperatia, learning, for example---and often develop new

instructional materials ( 1992a, p. 80).

Despite the improved teaching of these junior faculty from
research universities, success has not come without its costs.
As Austin observes, some faculty have indicated that "the fel
lowship diverted time from research and signaled a strong
interest m teaching- boil) perceived to be negative consid

orations in tenure review land) frustration with the time that
both excellence in research and teaching requires" (1992b,

p. 891.
And apparent success notwithstanding. A.ustin has issued

three caveats with respect to overgenerttlizing the findings

( 1992b, p. 92 ). She explains:

laNi, the teaching fellowship is just one element in the
aleers of the participants: thus its impact is difficult to iso
late. l'wbably most who become fellows already 1.4.;:v cf,a-

sidemble interest in teaching and also participate in other

faculty and inStrildiOlial SeC011d,

since' participants invested much time and effort into the
program. they might overemphasize its benefits and effects
to Justify their c r,rrnrrinueut. Third. a comparison of fellows
and nonfellows' career e.vperiences to td teaching-related
attitudes and values would bal.(' been valuable in iaenti.

fring ('ffects unique to the fellowship, but it was not possible'

given the time constraints of the study.

Officials affiliated with and external reviewers of the Newler

se Master Fa( igram and its successor. Partners in

Learning. also have told us a great deal about how teaching

impn tees when faculty take part in formative peer evaluation.

«,11,dh,r(11/1('
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According to the program manual:

Through the ubseridtion process, paired faculty are often
evosed to teaching styles quite different from their Own.
On a superficial level, the obserl'ers might focus on tech.
'agues that they could apply to their own classrooms. On
a deeper letYl the ongoing everience may trigger a self
eXainillati011 that Call lead to growth and change more pm-
found that any classroom technique( NJIC11. 1991, p. 9).

Steven Golin, at one time the state program director, explains
how students, through interviews with faculty. have motivated
professors to improve their teaching:

As students reflect 0» their experience, or evlain how they
construct mewling, we listen, or ask questions. The roles
are reversed: They teach, we take notes. Beyond anything
the students sal'- -clod they are suiprisingly articulate about
the priorities, their experiences, and their strategies-- the pro
cess of listening attentively to them affects most of us deeply.
Enjoying their actil participation and excited by the riew
from belou., we look for ways to bring some of that excite-
ment and enjoyment into the classroom. The new relation.
ship with students whom we interview, like the relationship
With our partner, transforms our attitude toward teaching
and learning( 1990, p. 101.

An early external program review has also reported on
improvement in teaching:

lfuny changes in techniques and procedures occurred as
early as the first semester. Beyond teaching techniques, how
ever, faculty hate gained new insights into the learning and
teaching process. Several essays /written byprogram pat'
f icipa Ws) reflected the importance of being demanding.),0
caring: connecting with and supporting each student. This
inritational approach to teaching, welcoming students to
become active participants, can make a difference ( Rice
and Cheldelin 1989, pp. 21 22).

Rice and Cheldelin also note that "through the various con)
ponents of the program, faculty have learned a great deal
ithout themselves. Not only are they becoming more sensitive
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and effective in dealing with the developmental tasks con-
fronting students, they are discovering a renewed enthusi-
asmeven passionfor teaching as a vocation" (p. 23).
On balance, there seems to he a basis for claims that formative

peer evaluation is successful in improving teaching. More
generally, as Erickson and Erickson indicate, faculty believe
that such programs are "useful and well worth the time and
effort, and that it results in significant, positive, and lasting
changes in their classroom teaching skill performance" (1979,

p. 683). It should be obvious, however, that further rigorous
study of existing programs is needed before definitive con-
clusions about program success can be made.

Improvement in Student Learning
it is almost unanimously assumed that the true measure of
successful teaching is the quantity and quality of student
learning. By extrapolation, it often is assumed that the primary
goal of formative evaluation of instruction is to facilitate
improvements in student learning. While commendable in
principle, scholars are quick to point to difficulties involved
in using student learning as a criterion in assessing teacher
performance and instructional improvement programs. Con-
cerns of this type are expressed in various ways.

Scholars emphasize that many factors contribute to, and
detract from, student IcArning, and only one of these factors
is teacher performance. Dennis, for example, notes that:

The effectiveness of a teacher is related to a host of student,
environmental, social and sexual characteristics. [These
factors] include social-economic status, educational letel
of parents, maturity let el of students, the differing expe-
riences among ethnic groups, peer pressures, and so on
(1976, p. 440).

Seldin adds that:

The quantity and quality of student learning are also
affected by the student's general academic ability, moti-
ration to learn, organizing and writing ability on exams,
skill in multiple choice exams, study habits, and image,
favorable or unfavorable, in the professor's mind. Each fac
for affects student achietement (1984, p. 122 ).

Collaborative Peer !Allow 125
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There are, no doubt, other factors that also affect student
learning.

With factors in mind such as those mentioned above, But
cock concludes that, among teachers,

Efforts to measure teaching effectiveness on the basis of
its impact on student learning is unpopular. This is because
most teachers recognize that student learning i s a multi-
causal a c t i v i t y, and that many significant factors . . . fall
well outside the control of the teacher. Thus, to hold teachers
responsible for the learning behaviors of their students is
unreasonable (1984, p. 8).

Elaborating on the theme that much of what students learn
lies outside of the teacher's purview, Menges writes:

Although most teaching occurs in the classroom, most learn-
ing does not. A great deal of learning occurs out of thepros
once of the teacher. Learning may occur in libraries, labor-
atories, studios, study rooms, and living areas. Indeed,
learning may occur in any setting where learners encounter
the subject matter for study.

The job of the teacher is to be cognizant of all those settings,
using them to shape an em.ironment conduce.'e to learning.
The essence of teaching is the creation of situations in uhich
appropriate learning occurs: shaping those situations is what
successful teachers hate learned to do effectively ( 1990, p.
107).

Scholars sometimes argue specifically that test performance
and other student products should be used as measures of
teacher competence. Some of the difficulties in using these
materials have been posed as rhetorical questions by
Chickering:

Do we assess the amount of learning that occurs among
students, the "value added" in knowledge, competence, and
personal development that occurs in our courses? Do we
evaluate the degree to which knowledge and competence
demonstrated at the end of a course or the gains that hat's'
occurred are retained? For boa' long? A semester? A )v(40
I !tail graduation? Beyond gradu,ttion? What are reasonable

126
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cyzectalions concerning the amount of learning or gain

that might occur in a single courses And how do these expec

tations need to rail' given the prior ability, knowledge, com-

petence. and eAperiences of students% Is a large gain by a

?Wady& poor student to be given more weight than a small

gain by a veil. bright, wellrepared student? ( 1984, p. 93

Stated simply, "even when learning outcome information is

available for a particular course, we may be unable to deter

mine what part of the outcome should he attributed to that
particular teacher and course" ( Menges 1990, p. 112).

And with respect to using student outcome measures for

evaluating instructional development efforts. Erickson and

Erickson conclude:

It is difficult to deny the attractiveness of student learning

gains as criteria for judging teaching improvement services.

but it'c' molt' have to defer their use as major criteria until

more practical andpouvifill evaluation methodologies are
wadable for dealing with the confounding influences of

tevlbooks and peerr ( p. 6-1).

In conclusion, Cross' observations about teaching and learn

ing seem especially apt:

The ultimate criterion of effective teaching is effective learn.

tug. There is simply no other reason for teaching. But learn

ing probably depends more' on the behavior of students than

on the performance of the teacher. . . . Good teaching is not

so much a performing act as an eivcative process. The pun.

Pus(' is to ineollv students cletively in their own learningand

to elicit filmt them their best learning per ( empha

sis hers) (1991, p. 20 I.

If Cams~' II( It knIS about teaching and learning are to he incur

porated into instructional development programs in general

and formative peer evaluation in particular, faculty. admin

istrators, and teaching consultants will have to hail: at teaching

in ways to Ivhich many of them are unaccustomed. But by
examining teaching from this broader perspective. evaluators

may he able to reach the essence. nuance. and substance of

this c(Implex professional role.

idaborative l'ee'r Reticle
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Improvement in Faculty Morale and Collegiality
It seems obvious that the purposes for which evaluation is
carried out would affect faculty morale and collegiality in dif-
ferent ways. On one hand, ..searchers have found that volun-
tary faculty involvement in formative evaluation of teaching
usually affects faculty morale and the collegial climate of the
institution positively (Austin 1992a, 1992b; Carton 1988; Cross
1986; Edwards lc 74; Freer and Dawson 1985; Heller 1989;
Katz and Henry 1988; Menges 1985, 1987; Roper, Deal, and
Dornhusch 1976; Shatzky and Silberman 1986; Skoog 1980;
Sorcinelli 1984). On the other, they generally have agreed
that peer review in the process of summative evaluation
affects morale and collegiality negatively (Brandenburg, Bras-
kamp, and Ory 1979; Braskamp 1978; Centra 1993; Gunn
1982; McIntyre 1978; Sorcinelli 1984).

Despite researchers' findings that morale and collegiality
will he improved by faculty participation in formative peer
evaluation, many faculty apparently are unconvinced. Only
about 23 percent of faculty from independent colleges and
universities surveyed believe morale would be improved, and
approximately 43 percent believe the collegial climate of the
institution would be enhanced (Keig 1991). In another study,
Britt has found that about half of respondents did not believe
faculty morale would he lowered, but the remainder have
expressed the opposite view or were not sure (1982). While
the attitudes of faculty are mixed on these issues, it seems
clear that proponents of formative peer evaluation will have
to "sell- the benefits of this form of instructional improvement
to a skeptical caculty. The following research findings and tes-
timonials are perhaps a place to start.

Researchers and faculty members themselves have found
that participation in formative peer evaluation has improved
the morale of both senior and junior faculty. From one study,
Heller has concluded:

Using teachers in a peer supervision role is linked to their
personal growth, thi it sense of collegialitx and to improved
instructional pract,,vsall of which contribute to higher
morale, greater job satisfaction, improved school climate,
and ultimately higher student achievement (1989, p. 11).

From his experience as a participant in a program of formative
peer evaluation, a full professor at a research university notes:
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To me the project was the balm of Gilead; nothing less. For,

if I read Erik Erikson correctly, the crisis that a full tenured
professor of fifty might face originates in the internal con-
flict between impulses to remain generative, productive, or
creative and impulses to stagnate, either and diSsolve. . . .

So to a professor in his fifties, a personal invitation seriouslr
to reconsider his teaching is an invitation to his internal
forces of generativity to take heart. Implied in the invitation

was the suggestion that what had been learned in my private
experience in years of classroom teaching was worthy of
public examination. The imitation suggested that work in
one's classroom and one's thoughts about it deserted the
attention of the uppermost echelons of the campus; that as
an individual the professor in the classroom was worth
training and retraining; that there was a belief in the pos-

sibility of training him and in the value of what he had
already learned. Most importantly the project implied tha,'

the students we work with require our seriousattention,
that there is much that we have to learn about them, and
that we hazy to discover them if we are to teach them. What
could be more heartening? What could resonate with one's
personal commitments more? To understand even more
fully why I should have been enthusiastic about the project

should also consider that a tenured fullprofessor has
nothing to lose. His position in the university is secure. By

honing his skills in teaching the seniorfull professor adds
to the areas in which he can exercise leadership (Carton

1988, pp. 54551.

Junior faculty taking part in the Lilly Teaching Fellows Pro-

gram, formative peer evaluation projects put into place at
research universities, also have found that morale and col.
legiality improved from their involvement. As Austin reports:

Greater self-confidence, self-esteem, and morale have been
important consequences of the fellowship, identified both
in self-reports by fellows and in observations by department
chairs, mentors, and program directors. Sonic' reported that

the program strengthened fellouw' confidence that they could

handle the multiple pressures of career andfamily and
could balance' leaching ay,' research responsibilities. Others

appreciated the fellowship experience as a positive part of

Oillalmratitv Peer Renew
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the transition from graduate student to faculty member,
from uncertainty to confidence. . . The feeling that the
unirersity had invested in them and cared about their uvrk
and careers enhanced confidence and morale for some
(1992b, p.

Scholars also address more specifically how collegiality has
been affected by participation in formative peer review. Skoog
concludes that, through such professional activity,

cicuky members acquire knowledge, insights, and strategies
useful for selfsupenision and self- improvement Also, as
a team works together, supportiry relationships are estab-
lished and discussions concerning teaching become more
common. length); and sophisticated. Ownership of common
and unique teaching problems is acknowledged more
(Polly Increased satisfaction and pride in teaching can
result ( 1980, p. 2-4).

Gain' has observed that senior faculty often are highly skep
ticaleven cynicalabout programs of instructional improve..
meat (198) He reports, however, on how the collegiality
of senior English faculty improved by participating in a pro
gram of peer review designed by and for themselves, noting
that

Working with this post tenure study group, l got a completely
different sense of mr department, one that u'as in my bones
but, because of the' distractions of student complaints. not
alnygs in head. / experienced the power of eight teachers
and colleagues, a solid core of a permanent faculty offifty
shooing their concern for teaching and demonstrating their
accumulated skill It was awesome, and a fine corrective
fur any department chair u'ho into' Nerve become cynical
or hail, lost insight of the great faculty power in his or her
(Apartment p.

While scholars, researchers, and participants alike agree that
participating in programs of formative peer evaluation can
lead to improved morale and collegiality, they also have indi
cated that the' mos, successful programs involve the faculty
in program planning and implementation, rely on voluntary
participation, and have the unconditional support of top level
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administrators. Without the unqualified backing of the faculty

and of influential administrators, instructional improvement

programs are not likely to sustain themselves for any substan-

tial length of time.

Improvement in the Tenure Success of Junior Faculty

Proponents of formative peer evaluation of teaching would

probably like to believe that participating in it would improve

the tenure success of junior faculty. Evidence supporting this

proposition is, at this time, inconclusive, and the literature

on the topic is scanty.
Austin has found that 27 percent of faculty who participated

in the Lilly Teaching Fellows Program as junior faculty at

research universities believed it had helped them achieve

tenure, but 34 percent thought it had no effect (1992h). Austin

explains that:

Those u,ho perceived the fellouship as hating a positive

effect on tenure gaiv several reasons: they enhanced their

teaching skills and thus their credentials; through fellows'

meetings, they learned about the tenure process; and their

project work contributed to their publishing record. Also,

according to some seniorfaculty, department chairs, and
deans, selection as a teaching fellow appears on a lla cis

a prestigious award.

Austin says that those who indicated that participation had

little effect in the tenure decision believe that:

Attention to teaching is personally gratifying and typically

does not hurt tenure credentials unless it is offered as a sub-

stall, for research activity; but their responses clearly indi-

cate that the quality and quantity of research is the primary

(some would say sole) factor considered in a tenure deci-

sion. While department chairs and administrators inter-

viewed typically praised the fellowship everience and saw

it as a positive addition to the tenure dossier; they simul-

taneously acknowledged a continuing strong emphasis on

research productivity in tenure decisions ( 1992b, p. 98 ).

At research universities, at least, participation in programs of

instructional improvement has had, apparently, little effect

in achieving tenure. Whether the same conclusion would

Studies also
appear to
show that
faculty morale
and
collegiality
improve when
faculty are
involved in
formative peer
evaluation.
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apply to other types of colleges and universities remains unex-
amined, although 60 percent of faculty at independent col-leges and universities in a Midwestern state believe that junior
faculty involving themselves in formative peer evaluation
would enhance their tenure chances (Keig 1991).

Studies seem to indicate not only that hut bow teaching
is improved when faculty avail themselves of instructional
development programs in which they work collaboratively
to improve teaching. Studies also appear to show that faculty
morale and collegiality improve when faculty are involved
in formative peer evaluation. While student learning may
improve when faculty take part in such programs, that is a
difficult claim to substantiate, since many variables affect stu-
dent learning. At this time, there is not enough evidence to
siggest that the tenure status of junior faculty is enhanced
w; .en they have participated in formative peer assessment.

Further research is needed with respect to faculty partic-
ipation in formative peer evaluation and the purported bene-fits of this involvement. There is also a need for study of how
formative peer review is or is not related to life stage and
career stage theories.

1.32
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

We have learned many lessons from our review of the liter-

ature on formative peer evaluation of college teaching. First,
we have found compelling the rationales for comprehensive
faculty evaluation, formative evaluation apart from summative
evaluation, and peer review as part of the formative evaluation

process. Second, we have learned there are roles in faculty
assessment that colleagues can perform with distinction but
also have learned there are roles they are less-suited to per-
form. At the same time, we have discovered that students, aca-
demic administrators, and teaching consultants have parts to
play, each constituency having its own areas of strengths and
limitations. Third, we have found there are several methods
of assessment faculty can use to critique the teaching of col-
leagues. We have discussed the merits of five of these
methods but acknowledge there may be other methods that

also might he employed.
Fourth, we have discovered and are discouraged by the fact

that faculty are reluctant to involve themselves in programs
of instructional improvement, in part because they are skep-
tical about its value, because they are fearful of the process,
and probably also because the academy's rewards and incen-

tives often fail to support such activity. We believe that the
academic community will have to reconsider some of its
priorities if faculty are going to be willing to commit time and

energy to instructional improvement programs. That said, we

are heartened to find there are ways to enhance the likelihood
of faculty participation in such programs.

Fifth, we are convinced that individual faculty, students,
and colleges and universities will benefit from faculty par-

ticipation in formative evaluation. Sixth, we have learned there
is much yet to he learned about formative peer evaluation.

Recommendations
As we read and thought about formative peer evaluation of
teaching; examined reports describing the nature, strengths,

and weaknesses of program examples; and reviewed the
limited critical research on the effectiveness of instructional
improvement, certain themes have recurred often enough
for us to gain a sense of what successful programs are. The
following recommendations are, for the most part, general

and broad based; other, more specific recommendations have
been presented in preceding sections of the report.

I'Ver 133
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1. Faculty evaluation should include largely separate
formative and summative tracks. Summative eva-
luation, including rigorous quantitative and qual-
itative data-gathering and analysis, is essential for
maintaining the academy's integrity; formative eva-
luation, including equally rigorous descriptive
strategies,. along with ample feedback and oppor-
tunities for practice and coaching, is necessary for
improving teaching.

Since there apparently is little correlation between sum
illative evaluation and instructional improvement, strategies
that actually promote better teaching must he identified and
put into practice. We believe that instructional development
requires a distinctly different approach to evaluation than the
practices normally used for making personnel decisions. We
are convinced that a truly comprehensive program of evalua
tion must include two parallel. essentially separate tracks:
summalk e for decisions regarding reappointment. promotion,
tenure and compensation; formative for instructional improve,
merit (and, if desired. for assistance with scholarship and ser-
vice). Our conception of these two firms of evaluation is pres,
ented as Figure -.

FIGURE 7

Comprehensive College Faculty Evaluation
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Critics of higher education frequently remind us that college
teaching needs to he taken more seriously since it is, in fact.
"the business of the business." l.;nless faculty intrinsically are
motivated by their teaching responsihilities- in addition to
scholarship and service or are fascinated with "tinkering
with teaching," assuming they know how to fix what isn't
Working. VaYS must he liqind to make instructional devel
oprnent activities attractive and useful to them. While these
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strategies may have to include changes in the institution's
reward structure. it may he just as important to look for
approaches that faculty needing and seeking help in improv
ing their teaching find intellectually engaging.

2. Formative evaluation should include nonjudgmen-
tal descriptions of faculty members' teaching by
colleagues, academic administrators, and, where
available, teaching consultants as well as students;
each of these constituencies should be asked for
data only in areas in which the constituency is
qualified to provide such data.

We believe that, since teaching is such a complex activity,
it is unlikely any individual or group can accurately assess the
full range of a faculty member's teaching behaviors. For that
reason, we present a conception of instructional development
involving data gathering and analysis by faculty colleagues.
academic administrators, teaching consultants, students, and-
ultimatelythe professor's self- assessment of his or her teach.
ing. In our Model for the Formative &vitiation of Teaching
(Figure 8), bold outlining and connecting lines indicate what
we consider primary sources in the formative evaluation of
teaching; lighter outlining and linkages indicate secondary
sources. The importance of these sources probably would
be quite different in the formative evaluation of research and
service and in the summative evaluation of professional
performance.

Students are accurate and reliable providers of information
about many presentational aspects of teaching but are less
able to assess an instructor's expertise in content knowledge.
the quality of course content, and student outcomes. The
instructor's knowledge of subject matter, course content, the
relationship of content in one course to other courses, and
student achievement should he assessed by colleagues, aca
demic administrators, and or teaching consultants. If faculty
are to make accurate self-assessments of their teaching, they
must receive information that is sensible and valid.

3. Faculty should be encouraged to take part in year-
long programs of formative peer review of teaching
every four or five years over the course of their
teaching careers; that encouragement needs to
come from administrators and senior faculty.

Oillaboratitv., Peet' MI 'eery /. 5
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FIGURE 8

A Model for Formative Evaluation of Teaching
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Fruitful instructional improvement programs require sub-

stantial time commitments from and effort of participants, not
short-term "quicl, f'.xes" or onetime "shots." To have a reas-

onable chance ( f .-.,7roving performance. collaborative rela-
tionships should extend beyond a single term of instruction
and involve periodic formative peer review, not just commit
tee action when personnel decisions are pending.

Yet, time is a precious commodity, so there may be limits

to what is productive. In advocating that faculty participate
in intense programs of formative peer evaluation even- four

or five vars, we believe we are consistent with Brinko's
(1993) finding that "feedback is more effective when given
frequently. but not excessively" (p. 585).

4. Faculty should take leadership in the design and
implementation of evaluation programs to improve
teaching. Although this would seem to go without
saying, it is imperative that for such programs to
be effective, they must come from the faculty. The
history and traditions of faculty governance of mat-
ters pertaining to curriculum and instruction
require that developmental initiatives like this be
handled similarly.

To ignore this reality is to risk either outright faculty rejec-

tion and nonparticipation or a cool, skeptical reception that

can slow down, draw out, and enervate any administration
imposed plan. This is not to say that there is no important
role for the administration to playquite the contrary. The

support of' the administration is critical to the success of such
programs insofar as they provide the incentives and rewards
that underscore the importance of the activity in the mission

and life of the institution.

5. Peer participation in formative evaluation involves
the assessment of several aspects of teaching; peers
should be trained in the skills needed to conduct
these assessments.

Faculty must he knowledgeable in a number of areas when

assisting in the improvement )f their peers' teaching. As elab-

orated on in the section on faculty roles, these areas each have

unique characteristics and skills associated with them. 'In he

really helpful to peers. faculty who would be involved in for
mauve evaluation should he trained in what to look for and

CaaborailrePeerkelielr
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how to assist.
It may be assumed that because one has been teaching for

a long time, this would not he necessary. While it is true that
one accumulates experience and a certain folk wisdom about
teaching in one's field (Shulman acknowledges this in his
category "pedagogical content knowledge"), it is important
to test these assumptions against what has been learned in
recent years from cognitive and developmental psychology.
The line between experiential wisdom and mythology can
blur. Addressing this in the context of training for assessment
of specific areas of teaching can help keep these predispo-
sitions in perspective.

6. The involvement of peers in the formative evalua-
tion of teaching should be guided by expertise
from appropriate areas of the knowledge base of
teaching; at the same time, care must be taken to
minimize potential problems that can derive from
those same individuals' involvement in summative
evaluation.

The issue at the heart of this recommendation is the poten-
tial problem presented by a peer participating in formative
evaluation and later serving in a judgmental role for promo-
tion or tenure decisions. The underlying assumption is that
the two processes must occur separately and that, ideally, no
one should he part of both processes as an evaluator. This
must be so, the argument continues, because it is not possible
to he objective when one has been part of the early process
of observing and contributing to the "product" in develop-
ment. In such a case, the "formative atmosphere" may be
tainted by the foreshadowing of judgment to come--that any
suggestions offered to the faculty member may be interpreted
as directives, possibly inhibiting the development ofunique
strengths or ideas in the interest of conformity and survival.

This may be an academic freedom question in its lernfrei-
belt aspect. This concern may he compounded by the fact that
in this time of increasing specialization and, some would say,
fragmentation, the number of faculty with the background
to comment upon the content aspects of a colleague's teach
ing is limited; this would he particularly true of smaller liberal
arts colleges with one or two-person departments.

There are three considerations that guide our recommen
dation in this area. First, we suggest drawing on concepts out-

LP+
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lined and described in Shulman's (1987) knowledge and
teaching construct. discussed in the introduction of this
report. By broadening the resources brought to bear in for-
mative evaluation, the faculty member receiving this input
can benefit from multiple points of view and expertise that
rarely resides solely in one person. And since some of these
areas are outside content specialization, the door is opened
to fitculty outside of one's field. A number of universities
around the country have teaching-enhancement centers with
consultants and faculty fellows who can help with particular
aspects of the framework outlined by Shulman.

The second consideration is philosophical. We are among
the increasing number of those who believe that one cannot
separate fact from value --that we are all participants in inquiry
and must take into account the onto' igical and epistemolc )g-
ical constructs and methodological approaches that together
constitute our point of view.

The third consideration guiding this recommendation is
that in the end, we must rely upon the integrity and "good
faith- of the faculty. The tradition of faculty governance of
their own affairs is long and, for the most part, distinguished.
This is but another area in which faculty must be just and
caring.

7. Formative peer evaluation should include direct
classroom observation, videotaping of classes, eval-
uation of course materials, assessment of instructor
evaluations of the academic work of students, and
analysis of teaching portfolios. In this process, the
methods should probably be used in combination,
not as independent entities.

We are convinced that faculty are qualified to assess many
aspects of colleagues' teaching and capable of assisting peers
in improving their teaching. maximize the benefits of for
mauve peer assessment, we believe that evaluators should
avail themselves not only or the methods already mentioned,
but also their abilities to interpret student ratings of courses
and instructors and relevant data from other sources and
conduct interviews with students and colleagues with an eye
toward examining relationships between teaching strategies
and student learning. 'sect together, these approaches can
provide significant detail about various points of the teaching
learning process: where a teacher is preparing to teach the

6)11(11)(wative Moiety
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course, where a teacher and his or her students are involved
in and reacting to the process, and where a teacher evaluates
students' academic work, provides feedback to students and
attempts to motivate them, and considers future versions of
the course.
a. Peer observation should be an important compo-

nent of formative evaluation of teaching; however,
it should not be the only component.

Colleagues can observe a peer's class from different vantage
points than students and other constituencies. Because most
students attend class more regularly than peer observers, stu-
dents probably are the most qualified observers of a teacher's
presentational skills. On the other hand, faculty no doubt are
much more capable in examining the relationships between
the nature of the content and delivery and between the con-
tent of one course and other courses in the curriculum.

We believe that formative peer evaluation and peer obser-
vation too often are considered synonymous entities. We think
that formative peer evaluation should he more comprehen-
sive, including a number of methods of assessment besides
peer observation.
b. The videotaping of classes and video playback/

feedback should be an integral component of for-
mative peer evaluation of teaching. It should be
employed for what it can contribute in its own
right, not viewed simply as an alternative to direct
classroom observation.

Though probably the most self-confrontational of the for-
mative evaluation methods, video playback/feedback should
he used in conjunction with other methods of formative eval-
uation, not avoided. To reduce its often stressful and threat-
ening nature, we suggest that an instructor view tapes of his
or her classes with a supportive colleague or teaching con-
sultant who has been trained in how to interpret what has
been recorded. Good consultation kills are required to rein
force positive aspects and to diffusc negative reactions that
can come from viewing a recorded performance that is
deemed less than satisfactory.
c. Formative peer evaluation should include exam-

ination of course syllabi, readings, teacher-made
tests, teacher-designed papers, projects, presen-
tations, and other assigned work; professors should
be encouraged to ask for feedback from colleagues
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on course materials as they would on manuscripts
planned for publication.

Peer evaluation of course materials expands the range of
teacher attitudes, behaviors, and competencies that should
he reviewed. Making course materials available to colleagues
is a way for faculty to demonstrate the quality of course con-
tent and its relationship to the academic work required of
students.

Colleagues from the same field of study or from closely
related fields are especially well-qualified to assess the appro-
priateness of materials in relation to particular courses and
groups of students and in context of departmental and college
curricula. Faculty also are better able than any other consti-
tuency to look at relationships between course materials and
teaching strategies. We believe that peer evaluation of course
materials should become a commonplace practice in forma-
tive peer evaluation.
d. Peer assessment of instructor evaluations of the

academic work of students should occur as a cor-
ollary to peer evaluation of course materials.

Peer review of instructor evaluations of students' academic
work can reveal pertinent information about a teacher's com.
mitment to teaching. A faculty member's practices in evaluat-
ing tests, papers, projects, presentations, and other assign.
ments can tell reviewers much about the professor's attitudes
toward students, especially about how feedback on written
work is used as a motivator. Peer review of instructor evalua-
tions of students' work should he used to complement what
is learned from other methods of formative evaluation. We
believe that such assessment should be used much more
extensively in formative evaluation.
e. The teaching portfolio should be used for self-

assessment and formative peer evaluation of teach-
frig; its use should not be restricted to documenting
performance for personnel decision making.

The teaching portfolio is an opportunity for faculty to pres
ent an almost limitless array of materials that document their
teaching. When the purpose of a portfolio is instructional
improvement, faculty should he encouraged to include a
representative sample of materials, so that a peer reviewer
can see what an instructor's typical teaching is like.

The teaching portfolio appears to he a promising means
for evaluating teaching. Its potential for improving teaching

Faculty also
are better able
than any other
constituency
to look at
relationships
between
course
materials and
teaching
strategies.
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should be exploited.

8. Institutional rewards and incentives should be
structured so as to demonstrate to faculty that par-
ticipation in programs of formative peer evaluation
to improve teaching is truly valued.

In the section on disincentives, we have outlined several
factors that may attenuate faculty participation in programs
of this type. Despite the renewed call for an emphasis on
teaching as "the business of the business," the implicit mes-
sage remains publish. As it has been said, "You have to write
to stay (to get tenured and promoted) and you have to write
to leave (to he marketable across "the industry"). The prin
cipal variable here, we believe, is time. If faculty are made
to feel that they can invest the time, and it will take time, and
that it will not come at the expense of their professional sta
tus. then the ground is prepared for their participation.

We would suggest going a step further, however. Not only
should the implicit threat of punishment be removed. but
incentives and rewards to participate should he introduced.
All across the country, at the institutional level, s'vstems of
financial grants and release time are in place encouraging
faculty to conduct research and to write. A simple measure
to address this recommendation would be to set alongside
these research awards similar awards for those who would
devote time to training for and participating in formative peer
evaluation. The most effective approach to this significant
problem, we believe, would be more thorough attention given
to the multiple disincentives discussed in the text of this
report. A systemic as well as a systematic program rewarding
the improvement of teaching has the best chance, we believe.
to realize the benefits that we have discussed in the section
on personal and institutional benefits. We believe that most
faculty are essentially magnanimous and that given a condo
cive atmosphere that encourages and rewards, rather than
Punishes. they will be helpful.

In this connection, we further suggest that such compre
pensive pn)grams take into account faculty members' career
and life stages. There should be special incentives and
rewards for the voting assistant professor as well as the senior'
full professor Ihere should he recognition of evolving per
sonal and developmental changes that can occur over time,
since most or us change in our interests and attitudes over

1 12
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the course of our careers. Incentives and rewards should take
into account these dimensions of our lives as whole people
as well.

9. Research should proceed along several potentially
lucrative lines.

First, research needs to be performed about the interaction
of variables affecting formative peer evaluation in specific
institutional contexts. While we purport to know general con
ditions that are required for such programs to succeed, dif
ferences among institutions with regard to governance tra-
ditions, collective bargaining, and other variables need to be
investigated for what they contribute to successful or unsuc-
cessful implementation.

Second, research is needed to tie evaluation to motivational
theory. This is to add support to a similar call from Blackburn
and others (1991). While we can speak in broad terms about
motivation to participate in and to support programs to
improve teaching, we need to speak more specifically about
how motivation comes into play.

Third, we believe there is a need to document and more
widely report the experiences with formative evaluation pro.
grams where they exist, regardless of whether they are suc
ceeding. There is a paucity of such reporting in the literature.

as our section on program examples should indicate. There
may be an opportunity here for a national higher education
organization to facilitate such an effort through conferences,
a clearinghouse, or use of the Internet. Systematic empirical
and ethnographic research of initiatives could contribute
much to our understanding as well.

Conclusions
No longer are the outcries for reform of higher education
emanating solely from outside the academy. In fact, some of
the most strident criticism-1S well as the most thoughtful
ointments on improving college teaching arc coming from
the ranks of the professoriate.

Faculty r inderstand, perhaps better than anyone else, that
improving the quality of teaching is complicated by many fac-

tors, all of which enter into their discussions on how it can
he accomplished. Not the least of these factors is the epic
temological issue of what "effective teaching" is. In a sense,
lack of agreement on this issue supports a flexible, formative

Collaboratily Peer ket Yell'
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approach to assessment, one in which the faculty play pm
cipal roles. From years of experience as students and teachers,
they know that successful teachers demonstrate not only corn
mand of subject matter but also knowledge of teaching straw
g.cs and learning theories, commitment to the intellectual
and personal development of their students, awareness of the
complex contexts in which instruction occurs, and concern
about their colleagues' performance. Perhaps more effectRelv
than any other of the academy's constituencies, they can des
crihe and analyze their peers' teaching and assist them in
improving this aspect of professional performance.

We believe that formative peer evaluation is a promising
method in which faculty can work cooperatively to improx e
teaching. We are convinced the time has come for the aca
demic community to look seriously at its potential, for faulty
and administrators to collaborate in developing and imple
menting this form of instructional improvement, and for
researchers to evaluate the results in appropriately rigorous
ways.

157



REFERENCES

lik. Educational Resources InfOrmation Center ( ERIC) Clearinghouse
on Iligher Education abstracts and indexes the current literature on
higher education for inclusion in ER1C:s data base and announce
meat in ERICs monthly bibliographic journal, Resources in Mu
cation ( R1E). Must of these publications are available through the
ERIC Document Reproduction Service ( EDRS). For publications cited
in this bibliography that are available from EDRS, ordering number
and price code are included. Readers who \\JAI to order a publi
cation should write to the ERIC Document Reproduction Service.

420 Fullerton Rd.. Suite 110, Springfield. VA 22153 2852. ( Phone
orders with VISA or MasterCard are taken at 800 43 ERIC or
-03 +10 I-100 1Vlien ordering, please specify the document (E1) )
number. Documents are available as noted in microfiche (ME) and
paper copy ( PC). If you have the price code ready when you call
EDRS, an exact price can be quoted. The last page of the latest issue
of Resources in EduLcition also has the current cost, listed by code.

Abraham, M.R.. and I).11. Ost. 19'8. "Improving Thaching Through
Formative Evaluation."' "mowed of cuireme science maching-:
22- 29.

Abrami. P.C. 1985. "Dimensions of Effective College Instruction:.
Ret lea. of I h:t;her Education 8: 2 f 1 28.

Aleamoni. 1..M. 1981. Standards for Evaluation of Instruction. Note
to the Faculty, No. I I. TLICSOIl: 'fliversity of Arizona Institutional
Research and Development.

1984. Peer Evaluation. Note to the Faculty, No. I S. Meson.
1..niversity of Anz(ma Institutional Research and Development.

. l98-. "Some Practical Approaches fin' Faculty and Admin
istrak ws." In li,chuiquesfor Evaluating and Improving 'leaching,
edited by L.\1. Aleamoni. New Directions for Teaching and Learning
No. 31. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Alcamoni, L.M., and M. Timer. 19-3. "An Investigation of the Rela
inship Between Colleague Rating. Student Rating, Research Pro

duc mit\ and Academic Rank in Rating Instructional Effectiveness.-
Journal of Educational P.9.cho/uto. 6-it 31: 2- I

Amet Kan Association for 1 ligher Education. 199. "'Peer Review of
leaching Initiative." .-1,1///:* Bulletin 46(10): 16+.

Andelson, I .. ed. 1993. Campus I 'se of the Teaching Portfolio. 25
Mottle% Washington. D.(:.: American Association ti >r 1 ligher

1 cication.
Angelo, IA 1989. "Faculty 1)evelopmcnt w Learning.'' In 7i) Improve

/hr,lcctcicn0: edited by S. Kahn. Stillwater, Okla.: New Forums
Pies.

1993 -A 'Teacher's 1 )(men . Fourteen General, Research
Based Pi inciples fin Improving 1 ligher Learning in Our Class

nns ,1:1//E Bulletin .15( ): 3

( ( 111( Rel 158 /.15



I 16

Arden. E. Summer 1989. "N.Vho Should Judge the Faculty' The College
Board Reliele. 3' 39.

Arreola. R.A. 1984. "Evaluation of Faculty Performance: Key Issues.-
In Changing Practices in Faculty Evaluation. by P. Seldin. San Fran
cisco:.lossey Bass.

Aruhavi. P.A. 198-. "Improvement of Instruction and Teacher Effec
oven'. ss: Are Student Ratings Reliable and Valid?" Higher Educa
iron 16: 26- -8.

AshlOrd. SI., and L.L. Cummings. 1983. "Feedback as an Individual
Resource: Personal Strategies of Creating Information." 0,gan
izational Behavior and Human PerfOrmance 32: 370 98.

Astin. A.W.. and C.B.T. Lee. 1966. "Current Practices in the Evaluation
and Training of College Teachers." Eihrcatioita/Record4": 361
-5.

Aubrecht. J.D. 1984. "Better Faculty Evaluation Systems.'' In changing
Practices in Faculty Evaluation. by P. Seldin. San Francisco: losses
Bass

Austin. A.E. 1990a. "supporting the Prolesstw as Teacher: An Evalua
ti on Study of the I.illy 'ft.:idling Fellows Program.- Paper presented
at the 15th annual meeting (q. the American Association for the
study of Higher Education, Portland. Ore. El) 232 554. 38 pp. ME
01: IV 02.

1090h. -1i) leave an Indelible Alen*: Encouraging Good
leaching in Research I.niversities Through Faculty Development:
:1.titudy of the Lily Endowment's kaching Fellows Program. I

Nash \ ille, .renn.: Peak sly College. Vanderbilt l'niversit\.
. 1992a. "Supporting Junior Faculty Through a Teaching Eel

lows Program... In nere/oping New and Junior hiculty edited
lw NI D. Sorcinelli and A.E. Austin. New Directions lOr 'reaching
and Learning No. 50. San Francisco: ft >y Bass.

19921). "Supporting the Professor as Teacher: The Lilly Teach
ing Fellows Pr( igram. Review of Higher Education II):
8; 106.

Austin. NE., and R.G. Baldwin. 1991. Faculty Collaboration: I:nhanc
mg the Quality of .ticholarship and 7i.achnig. ASHE ERIC I higher
Education Rep( wt No. Washingu )11. D.C.: Asstwiation for the
Study of I ligher Education. El) 346 805. 138 pp. ME 0 I: PC 06.

Baldwin. R.G.. 19'9. 'Adult and Career I )evelopment: What Are the
Implications Ctn. Faculty?" In Current issue.% in Higher Education.
edited 1w R. Edgerton. Washington, D.C.: American Association

ir I 1 igher Educat ii

. March April 1990. "Faculty Vitality Bey( mil the Research 1.ni
\ et sit Jour/ha of It,'/e,' Educ atom 61. 160 81).

Wit in. R.G.. and R.T. Blackburn. November December 1981 "The
ademic I ;:treer as a De\ eh pmental En K-ess "Journai of Higher

keht«Mon 52: 508 61.1.

1.59



Ballard, M.J.J. Reardon. and L Nelson. 19"6. "Student and Peer
Ratings of Faculty." Teaching of Psychologv 3: 88.91.

Batista. E.E. 19"6. the Place of Colleague Evaluation in the Appraisal
of College Teaching: A Review of the literature... Research in
Higher Education -4: 25-1.

Bell. M.E.. E.C. Dobson, and Gram. Fall 19". "Peer Evaluation
As a Method of Faculty Development-for/ma/ of the College and
I 'niverslly Personnel Administration 28: 15 1".

Bennett. WE. 198'. "Small Group Instructional Diagnosis: A Dialogic
Approach to Instructional Improvement for Tenured Faculty The

Journal of Staff. Program, and Organizational Development 5(31:
100.04.

Bergman. J. 19"9. "The Effectiveness of Peer Ratings at the l'niversity
level."Journal of Teaching and Learning 4(3): 3-4-3".

. 1980. "Peer Evaluation of l'niversity Faculty." College Student
Journal( monograph ed.) 14(3. Pt. 1 21.

Bergquist. 19"9. "The liberal Arts College." In Design ng

Inipmirment Programs, edited by/. Lindquist. VItshingum,
Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges.

Bergquist. and S.R. Phillips. l9"5. A Handbook for Faculty
Neelopment. New Thrk: Danville.

Bess..J.L. ed. 1982. Motivating Professors to Teach E ffectilely. San
Francisco. josse Bass.

Blackburn, RT. and \l: I: Clark. 19-5. "An Assessment of Faculty Per
k mance: Some Correlates Between Administrator, Colleague.
tudent. and Self Ratings. .S'tcio/o,441 of Education 48: 32 SO.

Blackburn, Rj..1.1i. Lawrenct. IP Bieber. and L Trautvetter. 1991.
"Faculty At Work: Focus On "R-aching." Research in Higher Edo
cation 32: 363 81

Boyer, E.L. 198". College- The I 'lido:graduate Experience in America.
New liwk: !Japer & Itt m .

Brandenburg. D.C., L.A. Braskamp. and I.C. Ory. Winter 19"9. "Con
siderations for an Evaluation Pn tgram of Instructional Quality."
(El R (Jr/miff/4.12: 8 12.

Braskamp. LA 19-'8. "Colleague Evaluation of Instruction." Faculty
Doelopment mid Evaluation in Higher L'Ilucation 4: I 9.

Brinko. K.T. September October 1993. "The Practice of Giving Feed
back to Improve Teaching. V1tat Is Effective ?" Journal of iligher
Education 6 I( St: 5"4 93.

Bon, N.,Ir 1982. "Faculty Attitudes About 0 illeague Evaluation of
Teaching." I )i ssertatum Abstracts International -12: '5031A. (I'm
ersity Mien ifilms No. 82 09886

lirock, S.C. 1981. "Evaluation Based 'leacher Do elopment." In Hand
hook of limlwr Evaluation, edited hy1 Millman. Beverly Hills,
Calif Sage.

Bryant. PT 196". "By Their Fruits Vt.. Shall Know Them." Journal of

.4laborative Peer Reilele

100

I-i"



LPN'

Higher Education 38: 326 30.
Bulcock,LW 198i. "Why Can't We 1)efine Good 'leaching?" Paper

presented at the ain-aal meeting of the Canadian Society for the
Study of Education. Guelph. Ontario. El) 248 2(r. 41 pp. ME 01:
PC 02.

Cant ell'. A. 198. Methods for Arriving at Clinicalludgnients in Peer
Evaluation.- Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Amer
can Educational Research Association. Washington. D.C. El) 282
924. 23 pp. NIF 01: PC 01

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement ()I-Teaching. l')86. Car
negie Survey. Chronicle of Higher Education.

1990a. Campus Life: In Search of Community. Princeton.
NJ.: Carnegie Foundation.

1990b. Sc./achy-ship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Props
sonate. Princeton. NJ.: Carnegie Foundation. ED 326 149. 151 pp.
ME 01: PC not available EMS.

Carroll. J.G.. and S.R. Goldberg. 1989. "Teaching Consultants: A Col
legial Approach to Better Teaching." College Teaching 3-: 143 46.

Carroll, MA., and J.C..lson. 1981. "Good Teachers Can Become Bet
ter.- Improving College and I 'niversity 7-caching 29( 21: 92 94.

Carton. AS 1988. "linguistics I II In Turning Professors Into
Teachers: New Approach to Family Development and .Student
learning, by.f. Katz and M. lienry. New )Ork: American Council
on Education Macmillan.

Centra. J.A. May June 19-5. "Colleagues as Raters of Classroom
Instruction."lournal of Higher Education 46 32- 3-

. 19-9. Determining Faculty Effectiveness. San Francisco:
Jossey Bass.

1986. "Colleague Evaluation: The Critical link." Paper pre
sented at the annual meeting ()Idle American Educational Research.
ASS( viation. San Francisco. El) ri '22. 6 pp. ME 01: PC 01.

. 1993 Ref/ea/iv Faculty Etaheation. Enhancing 7i,aching
and Determining Faculty Effec tii.ene&e. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Chenoweth. T. 1991. "Evaluating Exemplary Teaching...Jo/mud of
Personnel Evaluation in Education 4: 359 66.

Chickering, 1984. "Faculty Evaluation: Problems and S(thitions.-
In Changing Practices in &lad°. ::.raluathin, by P. Seldin. an Fran
L'isLc):lossey Bass.

Cohen. RA.. and WJ. McKeachie. 1980. "The Role of Colleagues in
the Evaluation of College leaching." Improving College and I in
tvrsity7i,aching 28: 11-

( \V .1) , and R Jampichian. Maich April 1985. "Colleague 'Ifain
mg and Peer Review Jidirnal of Mather Education 36: 18 21.

(:owen, D.L. G.I. 1).w is, and ',E. Bird. 19-6. "Peer Roiew in Medik
Education.'' fimriud of Education 51 130 31

R 1).1.. Redfield. and G.R. Galluzzo. 1086. -Evaluating filet.



live Teaching in Colleges and I niversities: How Far Have We
Come?" Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Evaluation Association, Kansas City. Mo. El) 282 888. 23 pp. ME
01: PC 01.

Cross, K.P. 1986a. "A Proposal to Improve Teaching-- orWhat 'Taking
Teaching Seriously Should Mean.- AAHE Bulletin 39( I ): 9 1+

. 198th. I 'sing Assessment to Improve Instruction. Cambridge.
Nlass.: Harvard l'niversity. El) 28-4 896. 9 pp. ME 01; PC 01.

1988 In Search of Zippers. etrilth Bulletin 40(10): 3 '.

1991. "College Teaching: What Do V'e Know About It?"
innoranre Higher Education 16( 11:

Cross. K.P., and 'F.A. Angelo. 1988. Classroom Assessment Techniques:
A Handbook for Faculty Ann Arbor, Mich.: The l'niversity of Mich
igan Nationalk Center f( w Research fiw Improved Post Sec( widary
Teaching and Learning. El) 31- 09-. 166 pp. ME 01: PC 01'.

Dennis, L. 19''6. "I'eacher Evaluation in Iligher Education.- liberal
Education 62: i3- 13.

Dienst, F.R. 1981. Evahudion by (,olleagues: San Francisco: University
of California. El) 309 311. 6 pp. ME 01: PC 01.

Dornhusch, S.M. 19-5. Era/uation and the Lvercise of eluthorny. San
Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Doyle, K.O. jr., and 1..1. Crichton. 19-8. "Student, Peer, and Self Eval
uat ions of college Instruction.- Journal of Educational Psychology
-0: 81; 26.

1)ressel. P.L. 19-6 ''Faculty." In Haim/book of Academic Et v111(1111'11,
hy PA,. Dressel. 331 San Franc isco. jossey Bass.

Eble, K.E 19-2a. Pn 'lessors as Thachers. San Erancisc(): h issey Bass.
. 19-21). The Recognition and Embuition of Teaching

\\J.-ungi( in. I ).C.: AMC:Mall A.sm wiat ion of l'inversity Profess( irs.

. 1988. 77s' (,)aft of Thaching 2d ed. San Francisco lossey
Bass

( ket t, R.E. 1950. "Ways of Evaluating College Teaching.- School and
C ietC I 6; 69

Idgern in, R. 1988. "All R()ads Lead to Teaching.- Mi/E Bulletin
in( 8): 3 9.

I dgerton. R., P. Flutchings. and K. Quinlan. 1991. The Teaching Port
folio (apturing the scholarship of Teaching Washington. 1).0
American Association fi r Iligher Education. El) 353 892. 62 pp.
NI1 61: PC mit available MRS.

1 dwaids. S. 19-a. -A Modest Proposal for the Evaluation of Teaching.-
Theral Ethication 60: 316 26

111,1,. 1980...one ) one Facidt k....1,1,nlent. In imoung
10( )01 "laching. cditoIlly .11: Noonan New Dire, lions for "le:1(-11

tug and Learning No i San Francisco Fosse). Bass
1986. rmbrat tng Contntrw.%. Explorations at learning and

ir( an I ',,er /611(0 162
I /9



Bury New York: Oxford.

Erickson, G.G.. and B.L Erickson. September October 19-9. "Improv
ing College Teaching.- Journal of Higher Education 50: 6-0 83.

Fairweather, J.S. 1993. "Academic Values and Faculty Rewards."
Reriew of lit,t,ther Education 1-( 1 ): 43 68.

Farmer. CAL 19-6. "Colleague Evaluation: The Silence Is Deafening."
Liberal Education 62: 432 36.

Fitzgerald. Mi and CL Grafton. 1981. "Comparisons and Impli
cations t if Peer and Student Evaluations for a CA immunity College..
Facultv." Community.lunior College Research Quarterlyi:
331 3.

Freer. NI.. and J. Dawson. 1985. "DON'T Evaluate Teachers."
Phi Delta Kapnan 66: -20 22.

French lazovik, G. 1981. "Peer Review: Documentary Evidence in
the Evaluation of Teaching." In Handbook of Teat her Evaluation,
edited by). Millman. Beverly I fills, Calif.: Sage.

Fuller, FE. and B.A. Manning. 19-3. "Self Q Confrontation Reviewed:
A Conceptualization tin Video Playback in Teacher Education."
Renew of Educational Research 169 528.

Gage. NI. January February 1%1. ''The Appraisal 1 Cr liege Teach
ing." Journal of Higher Education 32(1): 1- 22

Galli).1.A. NHS. "%Vaunt(' to Post Tenure RtNicx% Cothge iiacJiing
33: 65 6.

Goldhammer. R. 1969. Oinica/Supert Non. New York: I loll, Rinehart
and \Viiiston.

john. S 1990 "Four Arguments for Peer Evaluation And Student
Interviews: The Master Faculty Bulletin 43(4):
9 10

Gray. Pj. 1991 "I 'sing Assessment 1i:du to Improve 'leaching." In
Effective Practic es for linproring "liar/nut,', edited by M. Thcall
and1. Franklin. New Directions ft ir 'Thaehing and Learning No. 18.
san Francis( t ):kissey Ikiss

(1reenwot d C.F.., and I Rarnagh Jr. No\ ember l)ecember 1980.
"Alternatives to Strident Ratings t I College Teaching.- .hturnal of
Higher hhicamo, 6-3 8

Gunn, B. 1982 "Evaluating Faculty PerfOrmance: A Iii listic
Approach."./ournat of the Co/tow and I Witvrcity Per:onnel Asso
ciation 3 t( 11: 23 30

( iuthric. E.R. 19 t9 -l'he Evaluation ol That hing The lilac itional
Record 30:109 15

I lart, F.R. 198. "Teachers ( )lim:IA.111g 'leachers In kaching at an
I than I IlirerMiy. edited I I lin 'den( l ilosti ii I niversit
Nlassachusetts at Boston. El) 290 i pp N11: 01, PC 01

tidier. I ).A. 1989 Peet-Su/4.micron A IV ar Prole.ssumalizing leach
mg. lilcionlingt0n. hid.. Phi Delta Kappa

I !Md. RR.SM Dombrisch. and W.R. Sc At 19- t "A 'rho fl" Eval

1 6 3



uation plied to a University Faculty." Sociokgv of Education
114 28.

Hoclgkinson, IL 19-2. "I 'nlock the Doors. Let Your Colleagues In:
Faculty Reward and Assessment Systems." In The Academic Depart-
mew and Division Chairmen, edited by J. Braun and TA. Emmet.
Detroit: Balamp.

. 19-4. 'Adult Development: Implications for Faculty and
Administrators." Educational Record 55: 263 "4.

Hoyt, D.P.. and C.S. Howard. 19-8. "The Evaluation of Faculty Devel.
opment Programs." Research in 110.7er Education 8: 25.38.

Hutchings. P. 1993. "Introducing Faculty Portfolios: Early Lessons
From CUNY York College." AAHE Bulletin 45(9): 14-11.

Johnson. D.W., Johnson. WE, and K.A. Smith. 1991. Cooperative
Learning: Increasing College Faculty Productivity ASHE-ERIC

Higher Education Report No. 4. Washington. D.C.: Association for
the Study of Higher Education. ED 343 '+65. 168 pp. MF-01: PC.
0-

Jones. M.A. 1986. "Participatory Evaluation of a Departmental Peer
Review Process for Awarding Merit Pay to University Faculty." Div
sertation Abstracts International 18:0316A. (University Microfilms
No. 8- I 1-2-1)

Katz. J.. and M. Henry. 1988. flawing Professors Into 7i,achers: A Neu.
Approach to Faculty Development and .Student Learning. Phoenix:

Or x.
Keig. LW 1989. cicult L'alziation: Iowa Association of Independent

Colleges and 'niversures. Unpublished manuscript.

. 1991. "A Study of Peer Involvement in the Formative Eval
uation of Instruction in Higher Education." Dissertation Abstracts
International 52: 5 1,593A (t 'fliversity Microfilms No. 91-31189

Lacey. P.A. 1988. "Faculty Development and the Future of College
Teaching." In College Teaching and Learning: Preparing for New
Commitments, edited by R.E. Young and K.E. Eble. New Directions
fi II- Teaching and learning No. 33. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

!add. E.C. Jr. 19-9. "The Work Experience of American College Pro
Lessors: Some Data and an Argument" c'itrreut Issues in Higher
Education No. 2. Washington. D.C.: American Association fbr
Higher Education.

Ltwrence. J.. and R. Blackburn. 1985. "Faculty Careers. Maturation.
Demographic, and Historical Effects." Research in Higher Edo
cation 22: 135 5.

Lee. B.A. 1982. "Balancing Confidentiality and Disclosure in Faculty
Peer Review- Impact on Title VII latigation."/burna/41 College
and / 'flirersur Lau e 9. 2-9 31.4

Le\ Instill Rose. I . and R,I Menges. 1981. "Improving College limit)
ing: A :rit Ica I Review of Research" Review Qf Edu«itional
Rewat h 3: 403 34.

( ollaM» ritu'c' MAT li's'ten

16.1
/5/



Licata, C.M. 1986. Post-Tenure Faculty Evaluation: Opportunity or
Threat?ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report No. 1. Washington,
D.C.: Association for the Study of Higher Education. ED 270 009.
118 pp. MF-01; PC-05.

Lichty, R.W, and J.M. Peterson. 1979. Peer EvaluationsA Necessary
Part of Evaluating Teaching Effectiveness Duluth: University of
Minnesota. ED 175 352. 7 pp. MF-01; PC 01.

Lindquist, J., ed. 1979. Designing Teaching Improvement Programs
Washington, D.C.: Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges.

Lowman, J. 1984. Mastering the Techniques of Teaching San Fran
cisco: Jossey-Bass.

Marques, T.E., D.M. lane, and P.W. Dorfman. 1979. "Toward the Devel-
opment of a System for Instructional Evaluation: Is There a Con,
sensus Regarding What Constitutes Effective Teaching?" journal
of Educational Psychology71: 840 49.

Maslow, AK, and W. Zimmerman. 1956. "College Teaching Ability,
Scholarly Activity and Personality." The journal of Educational
Psychology 47: 185.89.

Mathias, H., and D. Rutherford. 1982a. "Course Evaluation at Bir-
mingham: Some Implications for the Evaluation of University
Teaching." Studies in Educational Evaluation7: 263-66.

1982b. "Lecturers as Evaluators: The Birmingham Expe
Hence." Studies in Higher Education 7: 47.56.

Mathis. B.C. 1974. Persuading the Institution to Experiment: Strategies
for Seduction. Occasional Paper No. 9, Center tor the Teaching
Professions. Evanston, III.: Northwestern University.

. I979a. "Academic Careers and Adult Development." In Cur
rent Issues in Higher Education No. 2, edited by R. Edgerton.
Washington, D.C.: American Association for Higher Education.

. 1979h. 'The University Center." In Designing Teaching
Improvement Programs, edited by J. Lindquist. Washington, D.C.:
Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges.

Mauksch, H.O. 1980. "What Are the Obstacles to Improving Quality
Teaching?" Current Issues in Higher Education No. I: 49-56.
Washington, D.C.: American Association for Higher Education.

McCarthey, SJ., and K.D. Peterson. 1988. "Peer Review of Materials
in Public School Teacher Evaluation." journal of Personnel Eval-
uation in Education 1: 259-67.

McDaniel, E.A. 1987. "Faculty Collaboration for Better Teaching: Adult
Learning Principles Applied to Teaching Improvement." In To
Improve the Academy, xol. 6, edited by J. Kurriss. Stillwater, Okla.:
New Forums Press.

McIntosh. TH., and T.E. Van Kovvering. 1986. "Six Year Case Study
of Faculty Peer Review, Merit Ratings, and Pay Awards in a Mul
tidisciplinary Department." journal of the c011ege and 1"niversity
Personnel Assoc-lath»? 3-, S I+

152 165



McIntyre, C.J. 1978. Peer Evaluation of Teaching. Urbana-Champaign:
University of Illinois. ED 180 295. 7 pp. MF 01; PC 01.

McIntyre, K.E. 1986. l'sing classroom Observation Data for Diagnosis
Purposes Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, San Francisco. ED 275 731. 12
pp. NIF01; PC-01.

NIcKeachie, W.J. 1982. "The Rewards of Teaching." In Motivating Pro
fessors to Teach Effectively, edited by J.L. Bess. New Directions
for Teaching and Learning, No. 10. San Francisco: Josser Bass.

. 1986. Teaching Tips: A Guidebook for Beginning College
'Thacher.s. 8th ed. Lexington, Mass.: Heath.

. 1987. "Can Evaluating Instruction Improve Teaching?" In
Techniques for Evaluating and Improving Instruction, edited by

Aleamoni. New Directions for Teaching and learning, No.
31. San Francisco: Josser Bass.

Menges, R.J. 1980. "Teaching Improvement Strategies: How Effective
Are They?" Oaent Issues in Higher Education, No. I: 2531.
Washington. D.C.: American Association for Higher Education.

. 1985. "Career Span Faculty Development." College Teaching
33: 181 81.

. 198". "Colleagues As Catalysts tbr Change in Teaching." In
TO Improve the Academy, edited by I. Kurfiss: 8393. Stillwater.
Okla.: New Forums Press.

. 1990. "1 'sing Evaluation Information to Improve Instruction."
In lion' Administrators Can Improve Teaching, by P. Seldin. San
Francisco: Jossey Bass.

. 1991. 'The Real World of Teaching Improvement: A Faculty
Perspective." In Effective Practices for Improving Thaching edited
by M. Theall and J. Franklin. New Directions for Teaching and
Learning, No. 8. San Francisco: JosseBass.

Mengis, 4. and B.C. Mathis. 1988. Key Resources on Teaching Learn.
ing, Curriculum, and Faculty Development. San Francisco: Jossey
Bass.

Mikula, A.R. 1979. 'sing Peers in Instructional Development Altoona:
The Pennsylvania State University. El) 172 599. l'+ pp. MF-01; l'C
01.

Miller, 1.1-1..1r. September October 1990. "Hubris in the Academy."
Change 22( 5): 9+.

Millman, J.. ed. 1981. Handbook of Teacher Evaluation. Beverly Hills,
Calif.: Sage.

Murray, H.G. 1975. "Predicting Student Ratings of College Teaching
from Peer Ratings of Personality lYpes." 7i,aching (if Psychology
2(2): 66 69.

New Jersey Institute for Collegiate Teaching and Learning. 1991.
Partners in Learning. south Orange, NJ.: NJICTI., Scion Hall

(..011:1bortItile Peer net 'tell'

166
I 53



Ottaway, R.N. 1991. "How Students Learn in a Management Class."
In The Teaching Portfolio: Capturing the Scholarship of Teaching,
edited by R. Edgerton. P. Hutchings, and K. Quinlan. Washington.
D.C.: American Association for Higher Education.

Parsons, T 1954. The Social System. New York: The Free Press.
Perlherg, A. 1983. "When Professors Confront Themselves: Thward

a Theoretical Conceptualization of Video Self-Confrontation in
Higher Education." Higher Education 12: 633.63.

Peterson, K., and D. Kauchek. 1982. Teacher Evaluation: Perspectives,
Practices, and Promises. Salt Lake City: Center for Professional
Practice, University of Utah. ED 233 996. 53 pp. MF01; PC.03.

Peterson, M.W., and R. Blackburn. 1985. "Faculty Effectiveness: Meet
ing Institutional Needs and Expectations." Review of Higher Edu
cation 9: 21.34.

Pew Higher Education Research Program. Ma' 1989. "The Business
of the Business." Policy' Perspectives 1: 1.7

September 1990. "Back to Business." Polley Penpectir vs 3:
I 8.

September 1992. "Testimony From the Belly of the Whale."
Policy Perspectit .es 4(3): 1-8.

Pittman, R.B., and J.R. Slate. 1989. "Faculty Evaluation: Some Con
ceptual Considerations. journal of Personnel vitiation in Edtt
cation 3: 39-51.

Poch, R.K. 1993. Academic Freedom in American Higher Education:
Rights, Responsibilities, and Limitations. ASHERIC Higher Edu
cation Report No. 4. Washington, D.C.: The George Washington
University, Graduate School of Education and Human Develop
ment. ED 366 263. 109 pp. MF.01; PC-05.

Prater. D.I. 1983. "What Counts as Effective I'niversity 'reaching: The
State of the Art." Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
Southwest Educational Research Association, Houston. ED 22'
149. 12 pp. MF 01; PC 01.

Razor, J.E. 1979. The Evaluation of Administrators and Faculty
Members Or Evaluation of the "Boss" or Each Other. Normal:
Illinois State l'niversity. ED 180 355.

Rice, R.E., and S.I. Cheldolin. 1989. "The Knower and the Known:
Making the Connection: Evaluation of the New Jersey Master
Faculty Program." South Orange, NJ.: New Jersey Institute for Col
legiate Teaching and Learning, Seton Ilan University.

Riegle. R.P. and D.M. Rhodes. 1986. "Avoiding Mixed Metaphors in
Faculty Evaluation." Cbllege Teaching 34: 123 28.

Romberg, E. 1985. "Description of Peer Evaluation within a Com
prehensile Evaluation Program in a Dental School." instruct/or/a/
Fruhiation 8(1): It) 16.

Root, LS. 1987. "Faculty Evaluation: Reliability of Peer Assessment
of Research. Teaching, and Service." Research in Higher Education

/ 54

16?



26: 71-84.
Roper. S.S., T.E. Deal, and S. Dornhusch. 1976. "Collegial Evaluation

of Classroom Teaching: Does it Work?" Educational Research
Quarterly 1(1): 56-66.

Rorschach, E.. and R. Whitney. 1986. "Relearning to Teach: Peer
Observation as a Means of Professional Development for
Teachers." English Education 18: 15972.

Rutland, P. 1990. "Some Considerations Regarding Teaching Evalua-
tions." Political Science Teacher 3(4): 1.2.

Sauter. R.C.. and J.K. Walker. 1976. "A Theoretical Model for Faculty
'Peer' Evaluation." American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education
40: 165 66.

Schneider, L.S. 1975. Faculty Opinion of the Spring 1974 Pa- Eval-
uation. Los Angeles: Los Angeles City College. ED 104 493. 24
pp. NIP 01: PC 01.

Scriven. M.S. 1980. The Evaluation of College Teaching. Syracuse, N.Y.:
National Council on States Inserice Education. Ed 203 729. 22
pp. MF 01: PC.01.

. 1983. "Evaluation Ideologies." In Evaluation Models: View.
points on Educational and Human Services Evaluation, edited
by G.R. Madaus, M.S. Scriven, and D.L Stufflebeam. Boston: Kluver
Nijhof.

. 1985. "New Frontiers of Evaluation." Evaluation Practices
"

. 1987. "Validity in Personnel Evaluation."Journal of Person.
nel Evaluation in Education!: 9 23.

Seldin. P. 1980. Successful Faculty Evaluation Programs Crugers,
N.Y. Coventry Press.

. 1984. aiming Practices in Faculty Evaluation. San Fran-
cisco: Jossey Bass.

. 1990. How Administrators Can Improve Teaching. San Fran
casco: Jc.risey Bass.

1991. The Teaching Portfolio: A Practical Guide to Improved
Performance and Promotion/B-1mm Decisions. Bolton. Mass.:
Anker.

. 1993a. "I low Qilk.ge: Evaluate Professors." AAHE Bulletin
-16(21: 6+

. 1993b. Successfu/ I 'se of Teaching Portfolios Bolton. Mass.:
Anker.

. July 21, 1993c. "The 'se and Abuse of Student Ratings of
Professors." Ch:wricle of Higher Education. A40.

Shatzky, J., and R. Silberman. 1986. "Master Students: A Teaching Tech
nique Journal of College Science Teaching 16: 119 20.

Sherman, TM., LP. Armistead, F. fowler. M.A. Barksdale. and G. Reif.
January February 198'. "The Quest for Excellence in l'niversity
'R.a( hing."Journal of Higher Education 48: 66 8-1.

C011abOratil'e Peer Rt'i-ieu-

166
/55



&so

Shulman, LS. 1987. "Knowledge and Teaching: Foundations of the
New Reforms." Harvard Educational R(2114,11,51(1): 1-22.

. 1988. "A Union of Insufficiencies: Strategies for Teacher
Assessment in a Period of Education Reform." Educational Lead-
ership 46(3): 36.41.

1989. "Toward a Pedagogy of Substance." AAHE Bulletin
41(10): 8.13.

. November December 1993. "Teaching as Community Prop-
erty: Putting an End to Pedagogical Solitude." Change 25(6): 6-

Singh, R. 1984. "Peer Evaluation: A Process That Could Enhance the
Self Esteem and Professional Growth of Teachers." Education
105(1): 75.

Skoog. G. March April 1980. "Improving College Teaching Through
Peer Observation." fouial of Teacher Education 31: 23 25.

Smith, A. 1985. 'The Challenge of Peer Evaluation." Instructional
Evaluation 8( I ): 2 3.

Smith, G. 1987. Practitioners of Staff Development...pun/a/
for Higher Education 1(1): 58 6'.

Smith, H.L. and B.E. Walvoord. 1993. "CertitYing Teaching Excellence:
An Alternative Paradigm to the Teaching Award." AAHE Bulletin
46(2): 3+.

Smith, M.J., and M. 1aCelle-Peterson. 1991 'The Professor as Active
Learner: Lessons from the Nev Jersey Master Faculty Plan." 7b
Improve the Academy 10: 2" I "8.

Smith. M.R. 1981. "Protecting the Confidentiality of Faculty Peer
Review Records: Department of Labor v. The University of Cali-
tornia."Journal of College and I *ttiversity Lau. 8: 20 53.

Smith, P., C. Hausken, H. Kovacevich, and M. McGuire. 1988. Alter
natives for Developing Teacher Effectiveness Seattle: School of
Education, Seattle Pacific University. ED 301 1 l5. 22 pp. N.11: 01:
PC 01.

Soderberg, LO. 1985. "Dominance of Research and Publications:
An l'nrelenting Tyranny." College Teaching 33: 168 72.

. March 1986. "A Credible Model: Evaluating Classroom Teach-
ing in Higher Education." Instructional Evaluation 8: 13 27.

Sorcinelli, M.D. 1984. "An Approach to Colleague Evaluation of Class
)0111 Instruction."Journed of Instructional Development 7: I I I-.

Spaights, F , and E. Bridges. 1986. "Peer Evaluations l'or Salary
Increases and Promotions Among College and l Tniversity Faculty
Members." North Central .4ssociation Quarterly 60: 403 10.

Stevens. E. 1988. "Tinkering V.ith Teaching Review of Higher hlu
cation 12: 63 -8.

stevens..11. 1985. -Legal Issues in the Use of Peer Evaluation...
Instructional Evaluation 8( I): 1" 21.

Stevens. 1,1.. and LM. Aleamuni 1985. "Issues in the Development

1506

160



of Peer Evaluation. Systems." Instructional &ablation 8(1): 4-9.
Stodolsky, S.S. November 198. "Teacher Evaluation: The Limits of

)king.' Educational Researcher 13: 11.18.
Stoner, M., and 1_ Martin. 1993. Talking About Teaching Across the

Disciplines: How Cognitive Peer Coaching Makes It Happen. Paper
presented at the -79th annual meeting of the Speech Commun-
ication Association, Miami.

Study Group on the Conditions of Excellence in American Higher
Education. 1984. Involvement in Learning: Realizing the Potential
of American Higher Education. Washington D.C.: National Institute
of Education U.S. Department of Education. ED 246 833. 127 pp.
NW 01: PC 06.

Stumpf. \V.E. 1980. "Peer Review." Science 207: 822 23.
Swanson, F.A.. and DJ. Sisson. 19"1. "The Development, Evaluation,

and l'tilization of Departmental Faculty Appraisal System." journal
of Industrial Teacher E''-cation 9(1): 64-79.

Sweeney, J.M.W. 19"6. "A Report on the Development and Use of
a Faculty Peer Evaluation Development Program." Dissertation
Abstracts International 37: 5458A. (University Microfilms No. "6-

30.s08
Sweeney. J.M.. and A.F. Grasha. 19-'9. "Improving Teaching Through

Faculty Development Triads." Educational Technology 19: 5457.
Tibias, 5. March April 1986. "Peer Perspectives on the Teaching of

Science." Change 18( 2): 36.41.
NI.E., and M.M. Dwyer. 1981. "Staff Review System." Impror-

ing College and l'rtiversity Teaching 29: 121 24.
Ward, M.D., D.C. Clark, and G.V. Harrison. 1981. The Observation

Effect in Classroom Visitation. Macomb: Western Illinois Univer
sits. Ed 204 384. 21 pp. NW 01: PC 01.

Webb. \V.13. 1955. 'The Problem of Obtaining Negative Nominations
in Peer Ratings." Personnel Psycbo/ogr 8: 61 63.

Vi_.inier, M. 198". "Translating Evaluation Results into 'reaching
Inipr( weinents.- e1,111 i? Bulletin 39(8 ): 8 II.

. 1990. Improving College Teaching: Strategies for Developing
Instructional Effectiveness. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

\Veinier. N1., M.M. Kerns. and f.L. Parrett. 1988. "Instructional Obser
vat ion: Caveats, 0 incerns. and Ways to Compensate." Studies in
Higher Education 13: 285 93.

Weimer. NI., .1.1_ Parrett, and NI. Kerns. 1988. How Am I Teaching?
Nlaclison, Nlagna.

Weinbach. R.W.. and I L. Randolph. 1984. "Peer Review for Tenure
and Promotion in Pnitessional Schools." improving Co/kge and
/ ersity reaching 32: 81 86.

\Vherry, 8,f.. and DJ I. Fryer. 1945. "Buddy Ratings: Popularity Contest
ut leadership 0 geria?" Personnel P.9'cholo10. 2: 11- 59.

Wilkins( in I 1991 '1 lelping Students Write About Ilistory." In The

e Pee) Revien 157

1°



Teaching Portfolio, edited by R. Edgerton. R Hutchings, and K.
Quinlan, 3" 39. Washington, D.C.: American Association for Higher
Education.

Wilson. R.C. March April 1986. "Faculty Teaching: Effective Use of
Student Evaluations."Journal of Higher Education 5': IT' 211.

Wilson, R.C., E.R. Dienst. and N.L. Watson. 19"3. "Characteristics of
Effective College Teachers as Perceived by Their Colleagues."Jour-
nal of Educational Measurement 10: 31 3-.

Wolansky, W.D. 1976. "A Multiple Approach to Faculty Evaluation."
Education 97: 81-96.

Wood, Y.H. 19 ". The Description am( Evaluation of a college
Department's Faculty Rating System Bowling Green. Ohio:
Bowling Green State University. ED .-42 128. 26 pp. MF-01; PC
02.

. 19"8. Student and Pccr Ratings of college Teaching and Peer
Ratings of Research and Service: Four Years of Departmental Eva
!nation. Bowling Green, Ohio: Bowling Green State University.
ED 155 218. 59 pp. MF-0 PC-03-

Woolwine. D.E. 1988. Newlersey Master Faculty Program Research
Report. South Orange. NJ.: Seton Hall University.

Yarbrough, D.B. 1988. "A Cognitive Psychological Perspective on
'leacher Evaluation." Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education
2: 215 28.

158

171



INDEX

A

academic conventions that undermine teaching improvement
eftims. IS

academic freedom, harrier to teacher evaluation. xiii. 9".98
academic values

as disincentives to formative peer review. 103 104
as incentives to formative peer review. 105 106

Abrami (1985). 15. 36. 3-. 113
attitudes and perceptions as incentives, 105 108
Arubavi ( 198- ). 11-
American Association for Higher Education. 91
Austin (1992zuSth ). 8-, 122 123. 129. 131
audiotape, use of, 06
academic administrators. See ace summative and formative

evaluations
not likely to he sought to help in teaching evaluation, 3

B
Baldwin ( 19901, 18
Batista ( 1(1-6), 19. 29, 31. 33
Bergman ( 19-9. 1980 ). 54. 102. 110
Bergquist and Phillips ( 9-51, .14.45
Bergquist and Phillips model of classroom observation. 44
Blackburn ( 1991). 143
blind reciew of tests, recommendations on, 32
horn and not made, mistaken notion for teaching effectiveness. 3
Brandenburg. llraskamp. and Ory (19-91. 58
Braskamp ( 19 -81. 102
Brinko (1993 ). 58, 115, 13
Britt ( 1982). 50. 118. 128
Brock (1981). 11 I. 1;0
Bryant ( 196- I.65
Niko( k ( 19841, 100. 126

C
irnia 'state l*niversity. Sacramento. 83 8 I. 92 9 t

1 198- I. 10. 112
Centro ( Si . 102
Centra ( 19-81, 102
Centra ( 10801, 59. 08, 103, Ili, 110
Chickering ( 19841, 120
t Iussri (om ohservation cee a l s o direct classrc ( ( ( t i l l hservat kill

guide Ic ). see Sorcinelli guidelines
how l lug should he continued. 53
how many constitute valid sample. 52
number of visits. 9i
pi t'nlial fi,r ow! in. cvalmt ion. 21

CHIlabritwe Pee,' letieu

172
59



selection of observers, 49 SO
value of observers from outside the discipline. 51

classroom structure and procedures, 43
clinical supervision models, similar to, 45. See alsoSorcinelli

guidelines
Cohen and McKeachie ( 1980), 8, 29. 30. 31, 32, 3.4, 68. 11-
Competencies required for teaching.
comprehensive program of evaluation

need for, 1920
models of, 2227
lack of in most programs, 9 -+

Copeland and Jamgochian (1985), 16, 116
course design, examination of. 31
course development not left entirely to instructor's discretion. -8
course materials evaluation, 59.6.4

examples of, 85 8'
guide to, 6163
lack of, 59.60
limitations to, 63 6,4
need for, 60
should he subject to formative peer evaluation, 140 141

Craig, Redfield and Galluzzo (1986 ). 33. 56
Cross ( 1991 ), 12"
Cross and Angelo (1988), 35

D
Dennis 09'6), 125
Dienst ( 1981). 118
Dimensions of knowledge, 5
Direct Classroom Observation. See also classroom observation

need for, -il .4
event categories under study. 42 +4
examples of "3 8t

Dornbusch ( 19-5). 25
Dressel ( 19'6), 1-1, 19. 04, 65

E
Eckert ( 1950). 98
Edgerton, Hutchings. and Quinlan ( 1901). 69, 105. Io9
Edwards ( 19-'4 ), 21
Evaluations of Faculty. ,See faculty evaluation
Elbow ( 1980. 1986), 78 '9. 109
Erickson and Erickson ( 19-9). 12-
evaluations of programs, OS 96
Evergreen State College. -8 80. 92 9

F
faculty development center, role of. 39

100

173



faculty evaluation. See also formative and summative evaluation
best time for. 29
competencies. methods that don't assess range of. 98.101
criteria. 35 36
criticism of. xiii
data sources should he diverse and used in combination

km 139 1.42
evaluators, must keep summative and formative

separate, 138 139
Faculty, must come from, 13-
formal systematic best, 8
goal of this report, 1.2
improvement of. xiv
non related fields, should be from, 50.52
questions to answer before beginning. 20
representativeness of. 108
roles. classification of, 30
summative and formative should be kept separate. 134
within discipline, should be from. 50 52

faculty morale and collegiality, improvement in. 128 132
Fairleigh Dickinson University, 86
Freer and Dawson ( 19851, 111
"formative atmosphere" 138
Formative evaluation

academic administrators should have supportive
role in. 21

benefits of. 12
definition of, 12
developing and sustaining. recommendations for. 1 I 1

function or purpose of,
model for sources of 136
need for. 13
nonjudgmental descriptions needed. 135
personnel decisions. should not be used in making. 13
positive effect on faculty morale. 128
programs need greater dttcumentation. 1.43
tesearch needed on peer evaluation, 113
threats to reliability and validity. 53 54
year long programs every ft tur or five years

suggested. 135, 13-

G
Gagc. ( 19611. 1(11
Galrn ( 198; ), 85 13o
goals of this rej)ort. INing uf. 1 2

Gul ( 19901. 90, 12 I

(lurch in Collcgt, 1

('n!lrrlmrrrflr o' 1' /C//'

1 7 1

/6/



Gray (1991), 113
Greenwood and Ramagli (1980), 20

H
"halo effects," 32. 3"
Hart (1987), 29, 42.44, 100
Harvard College. 87
Heller (1989), 110. 128

I
Instructional methods and materials, assess effectiveness of. 31
instructional improvement

evaluation for, 52
planning of requires involvement of faculty. 110 111
requires faculty and administrative support, 131

instructor evaluations of student academic work
assessment of. 31.32. 6468. 141
guide to assessment. 67
problematical. 68

integrative process of instructional evaluation. 32 3+
interpreters and integrators of information, faculty as. 11- 119

J
Jones (1986). 102

K
Katz and Herv (1988), 6. 29. 66. "3, 88, 91, 109
Keig (1991), 56. 118
knowledge and learning construct, 114
knowledge of subject not sufficient to teach it, 3

L

Lee (1982). 8
lertzfreibeit, 138
Licata (1986 ), 11
Ladd (19"9), 10"
Lichty and Peterson (19-'9 ), 55
Levinson Rose and Menges (19811. 122
Lilly Endowment leaching KAlows Program. 8" 88

tenure success, value in, 131
formative peer evaluation improved morale. 129 130
study of effectiveness of. 122 123

M

Mathias and Rutherford ( 1982a&b), 50. 82
Mathis ( 19-4 1, 38 39
McCarthey and Peterson (19881, 60, 63
McDaniel ( 19871, 18, 5", 85

/62

175



McDaniel's three-stage model of formative evaluation of
teaching, 57-58, 85

McIntyre (1986), 115
McKcachie (1986), 15, 21. 33, 100
Menges (1980, 1985 1091), 7, 12, 68
Menges (19901, !_cs
Menges ( 19871. 1". 59
Menges and Mathis (1988), 113
Miller (1990).,
motivational theory and evaluation, need research on linkage

between, 143
Multi Institution programs. 87 91

N
New Jersey Master Faculty Program. See Partners in Learning
New NOrk University, 81 82.92. 93

0
observables. See effective teaching. skills associated with
observations of teaching. See classroom observation
Omnibus Personality Inventory. "4
ON. See Omnibus Personality Inventory.
ottaway (19911. 8-

Parsons ( 1954 ), 'Elliott, 102
Partners in Learning. 88 91. 92 9.4. 123 125

\vhy and h"\\ it works, 00 91

"pedagogy of substance."
"pedagogical content knowledge." 138
peer observation, common to different pnwams.
peer re\ iew in teaching

aspects best assessed by faculty, 3+
collaboration as indicator of faculty vitality. 18
example Of eVaillat ic in id. 17

met hods used, -41
Mai institution study of, 91
rate. 16
rationale lOr. 14. I
roles in, e lassdication of. 30
should not he the component of teachil review

silent observer role, 94
student observations and ratings, as only. 33 3
team approach, 02
threats ti reliability aod valithn .

Pet 'berg ( I9831, 55. 57. 115
I'll. see Partners in Learning
Pittman ,Ind slate ( 10891. 20, 11)6

AlboraliVe AV)*

1.40

1.76
/ 6,i



16/

Post-Observation Conference Guide. See Sorcinelli guidelines
Pre-Observation Conference Guide. See Sorcinelli guidelines
Professors' Peer Coaching Program, 83, 84

compares reality with perception, 84

R
reciprocity, strength in peer review of teaching. 92
research needed on formative peer evaluation. 143
reward system as cause for teaching neglect, 2,3
rhetorical dimension of teaching, 43
Rice and Cheldelin (1989). 124
risk takers, successful teachers are. 24
Romberg (1985), 24

model, 24-25
Roper, Deal, and Dombusch (19"6). 25

model, 252 -
Rorschach and Whitney (1986). 81

S

San Jose State University, 85-86, 92, 94
Schulman, 3-6
Scriven (1980 ). 8. 50. 62, 66
Scriven (1985. 198-7). 29, 30, 32, 35 36. 100
secondary indicators. See effective teaching. skills associated with
Seldin (1984). 29. 34, 59, 108. 125
Seldin (1991). 69
self evaluation, essential for improvement in teaching, 18
Shatzky and Silberman (1986), 80
Shulman ( 198-), 109, 114, 138. 139
Shulman (19931. 50
Shulman, new in progress multi institutional study of. 91
Skoog (1980), 110. 130
Smith ( 1981), 8
Smith (1988), 56. 63.66
Smith and Walvoord (1993). 15. 112
Soderberg ( 1986). 8, 29, 31. 32
Soderberg model. 22

constituencies that can tell :fi nit faculty strengths and
weakness, 24

identifies most appropriate constituency evaluation
area. 29

interdependent processes, 22
temporal phases. 23 2 i

tiorcinelli 1981), AS, 50, 116
`NI )t( mai guidelines

listing of. -15
problems in using, 4

titanft)rdl'niversity,



standards of effective teaching. establishment of. 111.115
rationale for, 112
criteria for. 112.114

Stevens 1985 ), 8
stimulated recall interviews, 56,'5
Stodolsky 1984). 21, 99
Stoner and Martin ( 19931, .

student differences. unwillingness to recognize, 6
student interviews. 93
student learning, improvement in. 125 12"
student performance. as criteria for instructor evaluation, 65
student ratings. 35 3-

evaluation of, 11' 118
in assessing teaching. 1, 11, l26 12"
often asked to evaluate outside areas of expertise. 36
problems with. 36 3'

students academic work, evaluation of. See instructor
evaluations of

subjectivity. effect on teaching evaluation. 101 102. 106 10"
summative evaluation

academic administrators should have significant
role in. 21

affects morale and collegiality negatively, 128
condemn practice of, 8
definition of, 8
function and purpose of. 1-4. 13-4
instructional improvement, used for. 14
reinforce rather than improve performance. 9

supervision evaluation. training in. Sec training in
supervision evaluation

T
teacher performance, only one factor in student learning. 125. 1 2-
teachers, successful ones defined be. 144
teaching consultants, value of. 38
teaching portfolios. 69 -1

contents of, 69 -0
definition of, 69
use of, 141 1-42

teaching vs research argument, 10" 108
teaching

activity central to all colleges and universities. 2
curricular context of, +a
dratuaturgi, siKiopolitical dimensu m c if,

elle( ts of. tt
expertise requirements essential ft )r. 5
genes il areas needed for practice of. 3

itici go\ emvnts from peer review of, 12 1 125

( c, / /uhurerlrre Peer Rel le

17
/65



physical-temporal setting of, 42 43
reasons for being less-than-effective. 2
rewards and incentives of institution should value. 142 143
sellevalulaion, essential for improvement of, 18
skills associated with effective. 100

tenure success, improvement in. 131.132
tests, evaluation of preparation and grading procedures. 66
Texas Tech University, 76-7", 92, 93
training in supervisionevaluation, 115.11"

awareness increase. 116
background necessary for trainer. 116
evaluation transmission, procedure on, 115
interrater reliability, improvement of. 115
necessary for formative evaluation by peers, 13- 138
skills to be acquired, 116 1 r

university centers, unlikely source of effective teaching
improvement. 6

l'niversity of Birmingham, 82 83.92, 93
University of Cincinnati, -5 "6. 92, 93
I'niversity of Hartford, 85
l'niversity of Kentucky College of Medicine. -8, 86, 92
University of Maryland, 24
l'niversity of New Thrk. Cortland, 80, 92 94
University of New York. Stony Brook. "3 -5, 88. 92 94
University of Northern Iowa College of Education. xiv
1"niversity of South Carolina. -8, 93

V

Videotaping of Classes, 55 59
example of, 85
justification for, Si
motivating faculty to approve. S-
not used just as an alternative to direct classroom

observation. 1-40
provide clues to student responses, 56
self confrontational nature of. 58

w
Ward, Clark, and Harrison ( 1981), 101
Weimer (198"), 14
Weimer ( 1990), 42, 51
Nseimer, Kerns, and Parrett (19881, t 3 14, 50, 52)
svood 19--. 19^}4). 63.

Y

Yarbrough ( 1988)..4 5

/60

17 9



ASHE-ERIC HIGHER EDUCATION REPORTS

Since 1983, the Association fir the Study of Higher Education (ASHE)

and the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) Clear
inghouse on Higher Education, a sponsored project of the School
of Education and Human Development at The George Washington

University, have cosponsored the ASHEER1C Higher Education

Report series. The 1994 series is the twentythird overall and the

sixth to be published by the School of Education and Human Devel .

opment at the George Washington University.
Each monograph is the definitive analysis of a tough higher edu

cation problem, based on thorough research of pertinent literature

and institutional experiences. Topics are identified by a national

survey. Noted practitioners and scholars are then commissioned
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ORDER FORM 94-2
Quantity Amount

Please begin my subscription to the 1994 .-ISHE ERIC'
Higher Education Reports at $98.00. 31% off the cover
price. starting with Report 1, 1994. Includes shipping

Please send a complete set of the 1993 A \ /IF ERIC
Higher Education Reports at $98.00. 31% off the cove'
price. Please add shipping charge. below.

Individual reports are :nibble at the following prices:
1993 and 1994, $18.00: 1988 1992, $1-.00: 1980 198-, $15.00

SHIPPING CHARGES
For orders of more than 50 books. please call for shipping information.

Totcd Qtraittary: I, 2 or _3 books Ea. addl. book
'.5.. 48 Contiguous States

Ground: $375 PAS
2nd Dav*: 8.25 1.10
Next Day*: 18.00 1.60

Alaska & I lawaii 1 2nd Day Onlv1*. 13.25 1.10
'.S. 'territories and Foreign Countries: Pie:- -111 for shipping information.

*Order will he shipping within 24 hours rcqut ,t.
All prices shown on this form are subject te. charge.

PLEASE SEND ME THE FOLLOWING REPORTS:

Quantity Report No. Year Title Amount

Subtotal:
Please check one of the feallowing:

Check enclosed, payable to GV1' ERIC. Shipping:

Purchase order attached ($.45.00 minimum). Total Due:
barge credit cal me Ica ee. )e
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SEND ALI. ORDERS TO: ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports
The George Washington University
One Dupont Cir., Ste. 630, Washington, DC 20036-1183
Phone: (202) 296-2597 Toll-free: 800-773-ER1C
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If you're not familiar with the ASIM-ERIC
Higher Education Report Series, just listen
to how subscribers feel:

The ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports are among
the most comprehensive summaries of higher education
literature available. The concise format, jargon free
prose, extensive reference list, and index of each
Report make the ASHE-EI?IC Higher Education Report
Series a "must" for any library that maintains a
higher education collection.

The above statement has been endorsed by many of your
colleagues, including:

Kent Millwood
Library Director, Anderson College

William E. Vincent
President, Bucks County Community College

Richard B. Flynn
Dean, College of Education, University of Nebraska at
Omaha

Dan Landt
Assistant to the Chancellor, The City Colleges of Chicago

Mark A. Sherouse
Vice Provost, Southern Methodist University

Ay-1**mq]
Higher Education Reports

Informed leadership makes the difference.
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LARRY KEIG is an adjunct professor in the department of
educational admii.istration and counseling at the University of
Northern Iowa College of Education. Dr. Keig earned a
bachelor's degree in music from Upper Iowa University, where
he also was a member of the music faculty and a department
chair. He received a master's degree in music and a doctorate
degree in education with an emphasis in higher education from
the University of Northern Iowa.

MICHAEL D. WAGGONER is associate professor and head of the
department of educational administration and counseling at
the University of Northern Iowa College of Education. Dr.
Waggoner earned a B.A. in history from Illinois' Wheaton
College, a master's degree in history from the University of
Toledo, and a doctorate degree in higher education from the
University of Michigan.
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